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\ Pamphlet lately publiſhed by Mr John 
Dalziel, in oppoſition to the Doctrine of the 


Extent and Proportion of Chriſt's Righ- 


teouineſs imputed to Believers, taught by 
Mr John 5B rown, 


FROVING, 


That Chriſt preciſely fulfilled the Law-covenant for Sinners, 
and that Believers are veſted with an adequate, commen- 
ſurate Righteouſneſs, Z 
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1 Tim. vi. 2. 3. 4. 5. Teſe things teach and exhort. 1f any 
man teach otherwiſe, and conſent not to wholeſome words,--- 
he is proud, knowing nothing, but doting about queſtions and 
ftrifes of words, whereof cometh envy, ſtrife, railings, evil 

ſurmiſings, perverſe diſputings of men of corrupt minds, and 
deſtitute of the truth, 

Job xt, % ies make men hold their peace? and 
ohen 2 man make thee aſhamed ? 
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candid and judicicus reader, 


TH ERE was lately a Catechiſm, and afterwards a Diſ- 
ſertation, publiſhed by Mr Fohn Brown, ſeceding mi- 
niſter at Hadington. ; wherein he maintains, that the righ- 
teouſneſs of Chriſt is not imputed to believers in its infinite 
value, or in that latitude and extent which it has as abiding | 
in Chriſt ; nor ſo as to conſtitute believers infinitely righteous, 

but only ſo righteous as the law of God requires. This doctrine 
has been contradifted and impugned by My John Dalziel, an- 
ether ſeceding miniſter at Eariſton, of the other ¶ the Anti- 
burgher ) party, who has publiſhed a pamphlet thereanent, 
from which theſe animadverſions have taken their riſe, 


In the following undertaking, I have, along with the pra- 
fitable uſes (2 Tim. iii. 16.) of doctrine, correction, and in- 
firuftion in righteouſneſs, alſo here and there interſperſed the 
uſe of reproef ; wherein, if any one ſhall think I have exceeded, 
in being too ſevere, all the apology T ſhall offer to fuch, is 
Prov. xviii. 6. When a fool's lips enter into contention of 
perverſe and abſurd diſputings, then his mouth calleth for 
ſtrokes 7 ſharp rebuke. When any article, eſpecially one fo 
{'1.damental of Chriſtianity. is impugned, reviled, and blaſphe- 
med, it the duty of evetfy. one ts contend earneſtly for its 
ſupport. If any ane ſball brand theſe earneſt . with 
the odium & bitter refleftions, or virulent invectives, 1 ſhall” 
reft careleſs, (though concerned), in the conſideration of its 
being * that falſe prophets and teachers bring in damn- 
alle hereſies, even denying the Lord that bought them, and 
bring upon themſelves fwift dęſtruction, and many ſhall follow 
their pernicious ways, by reaſon of whom the way of truth 
ſhall pe evil ſpoken of. | | 
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Whoſoever alter or change the terms and conditions of the 
covenant, they deny the Lord that bought them, to be man's 
ſurety : *©* For it is not the work of a ſurety, as ſuch, to pur- 
* chaſe the making and conſtitution of a covenant ; but . 
* confirm and ratify the ſame, and te engage for the pars, 
« for whom he is ſurety, that he ſhall perform the conditions 
* accorded to in the covenant ; and ſo to eftabliſh the covenant 
* or contract already agreed unta and conſtituted. To pur- 
chaſe a new covenant, is not to be a propitiation, an 
* avriAurgey, to bear our ſins, to reconcile any to God.” Vid, 
Brown's life of juſtification, chap. xxvi. And thoſe who 
thus deny Chriſt, do quite undermine and overturn the whale 
fabric of the goſpel of God's grace, by ftriking at the faun- 
dation thereof, namely, the extent of Chriſt's ſurety-engage- 
ment. This is the new, the naked artifice which lies at the 
« root, runs through the whole, forms Mr Dalziel's ſebeme, 
* and conſtitutes the proper frame of his performance under 


«© review,” 


Anthony Burgeſs, a celebrated divine. of the Weſtminſtet 
aſſembly, on juſtification, pag. 378. ſays, *©* It is the fant 
5 righteouſneſs we and Adam in his ſlate of integrity are 
&« zuftified by, in reſpet of the nature and ſubſtance of it, 
* only the manner of communication of it is different.” Ha- 
ving in the foregoing page ſaid, We muſt thus underſland the 
* communication of Chriſt's obedience to us, in thoſe things 
* only wherein we were obliged. We cannot ſay, that many 
things Chriſt did, are our obedience, and are imputed to us. 
And the reaſon is, becauſe we had no obligation upon us ta 
© theſe things; and therefore Chriſt acted as our ſurety in 
% thoſe things only wherein we were obliged.” If Chriſt, as 
man's ſurety, did not enter to the {ama *exms the principal 
debtors were bound to, he canola to repreſent them in 
the new covenant ;—this unhinges the whale dattrine of fal- 
vation by a Redeemer. © Quid hoc monſtri !” . 


Laclautius juſtly obſerves, that the erroneous uſually ſet 
themſelves deſtruere aliena, rather than aſtruere propria,— 
to overthrow other mens opinions, rather than eftabliſh their 
c. My Dalziel is remarkable herein; fer although he 

| maintains 
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maintains that an infinite rightequſneſs is imputed, he never, in 
all his piece, offers a prof or illuſtration how that can be, and 
t the imputees not thereby made infinitely righteous ; nor 
does he ever offer to prove or illuſtrate, that the terms of God's 
covenant are changed: but for theſe I commend him ; as the 
taſks are inſuperable, he did beſt to let them alone. 


Reader, before I conclude, I cannot but obſerve with regret, 
the differences and diviſions that have obtained among the 
people called Seceders, and that upon ſuch ſlender grounds. 
It cannot be denied, that, at the firſt erection of that com- 
munity, there were able and judicious divines among them, 
men of learning and piety : but it muſt, on the other hand, be 
acknowledged, that though it be a bleſſing and privilege to a 
church, that God thruſt forth able and faithful labourers into 
his vineyard, and that in plenty; yet it is a boſs and hurt“ 
for a church to be peſtered with a great number of weak and 
ignorant teachers. And theſe many frivolous differences and 
diviſions, which have been agitated among them, muſt, in a 
er great meaſure, be aſcribed to the too haſty and premature li- 
me Ml centiation, the amblothridious emiſſion of weak unlearned 
re WM novices, who, being lifted up with pride, have ftirred up 
it, ¶ contentions, and thereby ruinated their undertakings, unleſs 
a- the Lord ſhall mercifully prevent the growth of their hereſies, 
he and not only obſtruct further ramifications, but reunite them 
gi WM it the bond of peace and ſpirit of meekneſs; which is the 
ny Wy </ire of the author, | 
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1 Tim. vi. 20. O Timothy, keep that which is committed to 
thy truſt, avoiding profane and vain babblings ; (2 Tim. 
ii. 16.) for they will increaſe unto more ungodlineſs. = 

Prov. xvii. 14. The beginning of ftrife is as when one letteth 
out _ : therefore leave off contention, before it be med- 
dled with. | 
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Would very readily grant, that it is _ too much 
honour to Mr Dalziel's performance againſt Mr Brown, 
to (ſo much as ſpeak,” far more to) write at any length 
againſt it; once reading it being, to the judicious, a ſuf- 
ficient confutation ; in reſpect it is ſo low, mean, and ſilly 
a performance, not to ſay worſe of it, that it plainly indi- 
cates the jejune qualifications, weak accompliſhments, and 
perverſe diſpoſition of the author ; ſavouring rank of pride, 
arrogance, and intolerable prevarication ; and can ſcarcely 
be equalled among modern writings, unleſs perhaps by ſome 
one or other whoſe profeſſed deſign is downrightly ridicy- 
lous, ſcurrilous, and ludicrous. Theſe reflections, how- 
ever they may be reckoned acrimonious by ſome, will ap- 
pear juſt by the ſequel. 

Though this be the juſt character of the piece, yet it is 
certain, that there is no fly of Satan's buſking, however in- 
elegant, but may delude ſome of the' unwary, and ſome © 
may be led off with the weak deceit of this author, às 1 
am certain he has his own blind followers, and fond ad- 
mirers. Theſe things conſidered, together with a perſon- 
al challenge from one of his zealous votaries, induced me 
to undertake a brief examen of ſome parts of the piece ; 


which, 


lay down a few preliminaries; ſuch as, 
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which, without a ſtrained method, I ſhall propoſe in the 
following arrangement of particulars. | 
But, firſt of all, it will perhaps not be amiſs, for the ſafe 


and ready underſtanding of the matters under debate, to 


1 


(1.) The righteouſneſs of Chriſt here ſpoken of, is that 


which he as God-man and Redeemer, wrought out in obe- 


dience to the law of God: it is not his natural righteouſ- 
neſs as God. | 

(z.) Juſtification is to be underſtood in that ſenſe it is u- 
ſed in law, not for a making juſt, by working a real change 
upon the ſubject juſtified, as Papiſts plead ; but as it is a 
pronouncing or declaring the ſubject to be juſt. Thus it is 
underſtood not phyſically, but forenſically and juridically. 
Hence the received diſtinction of ju/turm facere and juftifi- 
care. | 
(3.) The imputation of righteouſneſs to the believer, is 
not to be underſtood in ſuch a ſenſe, as that the believer 
is, by this imputation, reckoned to have wrought it him- 
ſelf in his own perſon. Nor, on tie other hand, is it ſuch 
an imputation of ET only, as thereby the belie- 
ver is not accounted righteous, but ory and merely entitled 
to the fruits and effects of righteonſneſs. But it is ſach as 
that, in law- eſtimation, this righteonſnefs is itfelf placed 
to the believer's account, and he himſelf reckoned legally 
and judicially righteons ; and thereupon entitled to the 
fruits and effects of righteonſnefs. Thus, as on the one 
kand, juſtification is more than a gracious acceptilation; ſo, 
on the other hand, it is lefs than fach a formal, rigid ac- 
counting righteous, as if the believer had either never ſin- 
ned, or even had perſonally performed the righteouſneſs 
imputed. 3 

4 The diſtinction of Chriſt's obedience, into active 
and paſſive, is not to be underſtood in the preciſe, formal 
fignification of thefe terms; for paſſion and action are mutu- 
ally incladed in all the parts of his obedience: but the dif- 
tinction is to be underſtood in the fenſe admitted by the 


orthodox, namely, that his ative obedience is his implement 


of the precept of the law, and his paſſive is of the penalty. 
(5.) Sin, as it is man's act, or the operation of a finite 
creature, 
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creature, is by no means infinite, Nay, even in its preciſe, 
formal nature, as it is a tranſgreſſion of that law and rule 
given to man, exacting only perfect, not infinite obedience, 
it cannot with propriety be called infinite. But fin as com- 
mitted againſt God, and a leſion of his infinite honour, may, 
with that propriety- wherewith acts are denominated from 
their immediate objects and direct ends, be called infinite ; 
and thus it carries in it an infinite demerit, derives upon 
the ſinner an infinite guilt, and a liability to an infinite pu- 
niſhment. 3 
(6.) When Chriſt's righteouſneſs is here ſaid to be of in · 
finite value, it is not to be underſtood in ſuch a ſenſe, as if 
it were ſo denominated from the objects of redemption, or 
becauſe ir is of ſufficient value to have redeemed an infinite 
number; for here we do not ſpeak of univerſal, far leſs of 
infinite redemption : but it is to be underſtood in the ſenſe, 
wherein it is infinitely valuable of itſelf, conſidered as it is - 
an ' obedience performed to the law by him that is God; 
and ſo it is an infinite righteouſneſs, though it had never 
been applied to the redemption of any. Thus the infinite 
ralue is to be underſtood /ubjefively, not objectively; while, 
on the other hand, the infinite demerit of fin is to be un- 
derſtood objectively, not ſubjectively. 
(7.) Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſneſs is to be underſtood in 
that ſenſe wherein it is an adequate and commenſurate ful- 
filment of his ſurety-engagements for ſinners, according to 
all the demands of law and juſtice upon them, incluſive of 
both puniſhment and obedience, | 


A right uptaking of theſe things will be a good guard a- 
gainſt miſtakes, and a good guide unto the right underſtand- 
ing of the matters under debate, to be now treated, as 
tormerly propoſed, in the following order. 


I. After Mr Dalziel has propoſed his general plan, he 
begins, pag. 18, with quoting, from Mr Brown's Diſſerta- 
tion, a query, viz. © Whether, in juſtification, the righ- 
** teouſneſs of Chriſt be imputed to us in its whole infinite 
* ralue; or only in proportion to our need, and the de- 
* mands which the law, as a broken covenant of works, 
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* makes upon us?“ He then forthwith, without fo much 
as offering any argument, boldly aſſerts, in order to preju- 
dice his reader, that * the intelligent and judicious reader 
© will readily apprehend, that it is impoſſible to under 
* ſtand the ſtate of this query, ſo as to reconcile it with 
e the common principles of human underſtanding.” Here 
it ſhould have been the buſineſs of our author, ro prove 
what he aſſerts, namely, the unintelligibility of the query: 
but it would have been eaſier for him to prove the impoſſh 
bility of this taſk, ſince every intelligent and judicious 
reader knows, that there is a plain and notable difference 
between the infinite value of Chriſt's ative obedience, re- 
dounding from the infinite dignity and excellency of his 
rfon, and the value of that finite obedience, though per- 
ect, which was required of all mankind, by the covenant 
of works ;—between the value of an obedience paramount to 
any that ever was or could be enjoined upon creatures, and 
that of the obedience which all mankind are bound to per- 
form, and which Chriſt as their ſurety undertook, and did 
in their ſtead fulfil. This difference is as evident as me- 
ridian light; for it is one thing to fulfil the law, and ano- 
ther thing to do more than the law requires, which Chrift 
has done, as is plain from If. xlii. 21. He will magnify the 
law, and make it honourable. b 
Could ever a moſt juſt law, calculated for creatures fur - 
niſhed only with finite, though perfect endowments, require 
an infinite obedience, incompetent for them to perform, 
and only competent to the Creator ? No, truly : for God 
never was ſo hard a taſkmaſter, as to require infinite per- 
formances, from only finite endowments. 
N. B. I here ſpeak of the freeept. 
II. But, to return to our author, he adds : © The que- 
&« ſtion is not, Whether, in juſtification, the righteouſneſs 
c of Chriſt be imputed to us in its infinite value? but, 
© Whether it be imputed to us in its whole infinite value, 
* or only in proportion to our need?“ | 
Here now, in a ſecond encounter with the query, we 
might expect, that if the author had any argument at all 
to produce, he ſhould have proponed ſomething, to prove 
his aſſertian of the unintelligibility of the query: but be- 
ing 


3 | 
ing aware of the impoſſibility of this taſk, he proceeds, like 
a weak diſputant, to cavil, and not argue, and throws out 
a few weak criticiſms on the language, where, inſtead of 
evidencing what he would aſſume the airs of, viz. a great 
maſter of grammar, he fooliſhly expoſes his ignorance there- - 
in. Let ns hear him. A whole infinite value,” ſays he, 
with a ſuperb jeſt, © is a phraſeology extremely abſurd, 
an idiom of language unintelligible to the rational under- 
« ſtanding.” But will Mr Dalziel abſolutely deny, that 
Chriſt's righteouſneſs is a whole righteouſneſs, and that 
the value thereof is a whole value? Or will he — 
„deny, that the value thereof is infinite? will he call it only 
his a partial finite value? I hope not. If he will not deny it 
er-. to be a whole value, and an infinite value; pray, where is 
int then the abſurdity - the extreme abſurdity in, and what are 
to his exceptions to—an expreſſion of its whole infinite va- 
nd i « lue ?” Why will he not allow Mr Brown to call things b 
er. their own names? Is it becauſe he takes himſelf to be ſuch 
did a great maſter of grammar and language, that he would ſe- 
ac- clude Mr Brown the privilege of ſpeaking or naming things. 
go» But attend; he ſays, a whole infinite value is a PHRA- 
rt sro ov.“ Pray, why not a phraſe, without ſuch an 
the uſeleſs appendix? I will here calmly tell him, that a 
PHRASEOLOGY Primarily and properly fignifies the doc- 
ur trine of phraſes, or a diſcourſe about ſtile, a book of phra- 
ie ſes, not a phraſe itſelf ; though improperly uſed by fome 
m, as ſuch : and if he will not believe me, let him look his 
700 dictionary, he will find it ſo. But as Mr Brown's diſcourſe 
ris about the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, and not at all about 
ſtile or phraſes, his calling any expreſſion therein, a PHRA- 
{W--oLoGy, is a PHRASEOLOGY, at leaft improper, if not 
e extremely abſurd. And his calling it, an idiom of lan- 
nes guage, unintelligible to the rational underſtanding, is no 
ut, pregnant proof of this author's pretended great ſkill in 
ue, PHRASEOLOGY, To what underſtanding would he have 
had it intelligible but to the rational? whatever is unin- 
WeEtclligible is 15 to the rational underſtanding, without all 
 alFoucſtion: However, there is no great elegance in the 
ov" Fpbraſe, © intelligible to the rational underſtanding,” more 
be han in © a whole infinite value:“ and yet, I ſhall op- 
ing | B 2 f pone 
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pone to his larded phraſe, in his own ſtile, (perhaps he 


may underſtand me the better), that a whole infinite value, 
is an idiom of language NoT unintelligible to the rations' 
underſtanding. And further, I tell him, that unleſs hi. 
rules of grammar and language” be better than theſe he 
has yet uſed, the true goſpel, which he calumniouſly calls 
Mr Brown's new goſpel, will be in no great danger df be-. 


ing brought into diſrepute, with the judicious, on his ac- 


count. 

III. But let us go on and hear him a little further. He 
ſays, Is not a whole compounded of parts? but ſuch is 
not infinity, nor an infinite value, which is ſimple and 
<< uncompounded.” Excellent pHILosOPHY indeed! Does 
this man imagine there is no whole but what is compounded 
of parts? What will he ſay of all the fulneſs of the Godhead 
that dwells in Chriſt, Col. ii. 9. Will he not allow that to 
be the whole Godhead ? Is not this then a whole, nay, an in- 
finite, glorious whole, not compounded of parts? I would 
fain think, he is not ſo groſs as to affirm, that the God- 
head is compounded of parts, The orthodox hold, that 


hyſical: he is not compoùnded of entity and eſſence, nor 
of ſubſtance and accident, nor of genus and difference, nor 


there is in God no "compound phyſical, logical, nor meta- 


of poſlibility and act; he is moſt ſimply one; and there i; 


nothing in God but God himſelf. 

But again, here his meaning and argument (which, for 
all his grammar, is but looſely laid down) muſt be, either 
that becauſe infinity, or an infinite value, (which by the by 
are not at all equivalent or convertible terms), cannot b 
called whole, therefore it is not compounded of parts; or 
that becauſe infinity, or an infinite value, is not compounded 
of parts, therefore it cannot be called whole. He maj 
chooſe which of theſe two he will, and he will not better 
himſelf by either; for I have already given him an inſtance 
of a whole infinite, not compounded of parts, 

To accumulate the above evidence, it may be obſerved, 
that our Lord faith, Matth. xxviii. 18. All power is given 
unto me in heaven and in earth, Mr Dalziel will not, | 
hope, deny that this is the whole power in heaven and 
earth ; and that with a good deal of propriety it may r 
IP calle 
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called the whole power. —If, from his ſuperiority of ſkill in 
language, he ſhall alledge upon me, that I am widely miſ- 
taken in reckoning all power, and the whole power, equi - 
valent or of equal import, as he does upon Mr Brown, 
about the import of two queſtions ; I ſhall only deſire him, 
for his conviction that I am not at all miſtaken, to conſult 
the orignal texts, Matth. xxviii., 18. and Eph. iii. 15. and 
there he will find the identical word «a, uſed in both; 
which, in the former, is by our tranſlators rendered all, 
but in the latter is rendered the whoſe, Now, it this man 
will be bound by reaſon at all, he muſt by this time admit, 
that the whole power in heaven and earth is given to 
Chriſt ; and I think he muſt alſo admit, that this power is 
infinite, Iſ. ix. 7. Of the increaſe of his government and peace 
there ſhall be no end. Luke i. 33. And of his kingdom there 
ſhall be no end. —He mult therefore admit conjunctly, that 
this is a whole infinite power. Where is now the phraſeo- 
logy extremely abſurd *? _ | 
IV. I might proceed, by way of anſwer, to what he im- 
pertinently adds, via. that to attempt a diviſion of what 
is indiviſible, muſt be an inſuperable taſk :” I ſay, I might 
proceed to ſhew this man, if he would liſten to ſcripture 
and reaſon, that though this power of Chriſt is a whole 
power, nay, an infinite power, as has, in my humble opi- 
nion, been already proved, by cogent and irrefragable àrgu- 
ment; yet he diſtributes it in parcels to his delegates, 
1 Cor. xi. 4.— 11. There are diverſities of gifts, &c.— 
But all theſe worketh that one and the ſelf-ſame Spirit; Di- 
VIDING fo every one ſeverally as he will, If, notwith- 
ſtanding all this copious ſum of ſcriptural evidence, con- 
tained in theſe verſes, from 4th to 11th incluſive, Mr Dalziel 
ſhall perverſely perſiſt in his pernicious doctrine, and alledge 
theſe diſtributions not to be derived from Chriſt's infinite 
fulneſs ; I muſt be ſo bold as tell him, that not only theſe, 


* What is intended here, is not to plead the elegance of the 
expreſſion, a whole infinite value, or the like ; only to ſhew, 
that there is no ſuch ground for exception againſt it, as to found 
an argument. All that can juſtly be ſaid is, that perhaps one 


but 


of the epithets is ſuperfluous, 


1 a 


but alſo the power to become the ſons of God, John i. x2. 


which is comprehenſive of righteouſneſs, and all the benefits 
of the new covenant, are thoſe very gifts which Chriſt re- 
ceived for, and gives to men, according to the meaſure of 
the gift of Chriſt, Pſal. Kviii. 18. and Eph. iv. 8. 

It cannot eſcape obſervation, that in the context laſt quo» 
ted, the ſeveral diſtribution of grace according to the mea- 
{ure of the gift of Chriſt, verſ. 7. is uſed by the apoſtle, as 
an expreſs antitheſis to the unity which is ſo much inſiſted 
on immediately before, viz. one body, one Spirit, one hope, 
one Lord, one faith, one baptiſm, one God, &c. And this anti- 
thefis is directly proleptical of ſuch inferences as Mr Dalziel 
has here drawn, viz. Since ſuch is the unity, therefore no di- 
viſion. To which the apoſtle anfwers, But unto every one 
of ws is given grace according to the meaſure of the gift of 
Chriſt, Will he ſneer at this doctrine of Paul, CON» 
temptuouſly call it meaſuring and dividing dofrine, as he 
ſo frequently does the ſimilar doctrine of Mr Brown ? . 

He may here ſee, if he do not wilfully ſhut his eyes, that 
there are certain different degrees and meaſures of that grace, 
of which the whole ftore is treaſured up in Chrift, diftri- 


| buted to his ſeed; and not only of grace, but alſo, as ſome 


think, of glory, 1 Cor. xv. 41. 42. 

Though it does not concern the prefent purpoſe, to eon- 
tend about the diviſibility or diviſion of infinity, which is 
perhaps too abſtracted a ſpeculation, for even a man of 
Mr Dalziel's ſublime reach, although he ſhould pretend to 
underſtand the abſtruſe aLcorRiTHM of infinities, of con- 
trary infinities, of nothings, and of infinitely leſs than no- 
things, &c.: yet, I hope, it muſt by this time be granted, 
that there are finite diſtributions of infinite powers, finite 
applications of inſinite perfections; for if otherwife, whence 
have finite powers, and finite perfections their origin? 

1 hope alfo, it will by this time plainly appear, that there 
is no impoſſibility in a finite application of Chriſt's infinite 


- righteouſneſs : but, on the contrary, upon the whole, ſince 


the precept of the law requires no more of man, nor of 
Chriſt as man's ſurety, than finite obedience, as has AI. 
READY been, and ſhall be further evinced, there remains no 
impoſſibility to conceive, that the infinite righteouſneſs of 


Chriſt 
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Chrift not only may, but alſo u be finitely applied; and 

« imputed to us only in proportion to our need, and the 
70 dab which the law, as a broken covenant of works, 

« makes upon us.” And indeed to impute a. greater 
portion thai the law requires, would ba no righteouſ 

all ; ſince our righteouſneſs does not conſiſt in — 
gation, bat in an exact conformity to the law; as fin con- 
fiſts in any want of conformity thereto, or tranſgrefion 
thereof. 

V. Again, Mr Dalziel, pag. 19. brings in another que - 
ſtion from Mr Brown, viz. Whether, through the i 
tation of Chriſt's righteouſneſs, believers are lade po 
% Jaw as infinitely righteous as the perſon of Chriſt, God- 
„man, or only as perfectly and — righteous as 
© the law of God requires they ſhould be?“ And then 
he alledges, that the ſtate of this queſtion is evidently 
in as great diſguiſe, wrapped up in as thick a miſt, as the 
<6 owes 4 ” 'Fowhich I rejoin, that there is no diſguiſe, no 
miſt at all about the ſtate of this queſtion, but what is raifed 
in his blind imagination and fooliſh fancy. It is evident to 
a demonſtration, that Chriſt is infinitely righteous, but ſuch 
no creature can be: to be infinitely righteous, is an incom- 
municadle attribute of the great Creator: and our Shorter 
_— informs us, that God is infinite in his juſtice, i. e. 

his righteouſneſs. Since therefore Chriſt is infinitely righ- 
teous, and believers only finitely ſuch ; where is the miſt 
in propoſing the queſtion ? 

He denies pointblank a moſt evident conſequence, viz, 
„That if the ſurety-obedience of Chriſt is imputed to 
6 believers in its infinite value, then believers are ſuſtained 
„ in law as  infanitely righteous as the perſon of Chriſt, 

„ God-man.” I fay, this he denies: . this denial is an 
audacious inſult upon the common ſenſe of mankind, and 
2 pert impoſttion on the underſtanding of his reader ; for 
te nothing can be more evident, than that, if the whole in- 
ce finite value of Chrift's obedience be imputed to believers, - 
of chen the fame is fuftained in law to be theirs; and the 
I- I whole infinite value of the fame obedience will never make 
no one more, and another 4% righteous 3 nor needs he ever 
of pretend to make one believe it, till he has learned the 


iſt | knack - 
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. knack of reconciling contradictions, and making a thing 

h the ſame and not the ſame. 
15 VI. Further, he continues his page, ſtrutting in majeſtic 
I meaſures. of amarulent invectives, and with a tarantarous 
= noiſe, at laſt comes to make a feint, in offering to prove, 
UW that F the conſequence of the believer's being made infinitely 
righteous will follow from the imputation of our Lord's ACTIVE 
| obedience, in its infinite value; it will equally follow Jeep 
| that of his PASSIVE. 

#1 Here I muſt tell him, and I ſhall prove it to be true, 
that though the infinite value of Chriſt's ſufferings be, as 
indeed it is, imputed to the believer; yet ſo far it is from 
making him infinitely righteous, that it does not make him 
righteous at all. His paſlive obedience is, as all orthodox 
divines maintain, that which correſponds to the reparation 
of ſin, and redintegration of man to his innocent condition: 
it does not correſpond to the impetration of righteouſneſs 
and life; theſe are what his active obedience procure, 
Chriſt's ſufferings and death were inflicted as the puniſh- 
ment due to our ſin, and did procure the remiſſion of ſin; 
but the remiſſion of fin is by no' means the imputation of 
righteouſneſs, If he aſſert this, he enliſts with Cardinal 
Bellarmine and John Goodwin, who would, if friendſhip 
and familiarity did not abridge courteſy, be as ready to pay 
compliments to him as to Mr Brown. But this only by 
the by. Having ſaid, that the remiſſion of ſin is not the 
imputation of righteouſneſs, I ſhall illuſtrate the truth 
thereof in a few inſtances, as follows, 

Inft. 1. Juſtification is expreſſed as conſiſting of two 
parts *, viz. pardoning all our ſins, and accepting us as righ- 
teous in God's ſight. Vid. Shorter Catechiſm, to which alſo 
agree our Confeſſion and Larger Catechiſm. And although 
theſe two benefits, viz. remiſſion of ſins, and imputation of f 
righteouſneſs, be the ſame in ſubject and time, and in theſe 


*The ſeceding miniſters their Catechiſm, pag. 247. © Ba J 
e ſtion 13. What are the conſtituent parts of juſtification ? . 
© Anſw, They are two; the pardoning of all our ſims, and I, 
* accepting us as righteous in his fight, Rom, iv. 7. Eph. Wl. 
. "gg 


reſpects 


„ 
reſpects can never be ſeparated, yet they are indeed dif , 
ferent. For, 

Inft. 2. They differ in definition: it is one thing to ac- 
count us not unrighteous, which is done by remiſſion of 
ſin; and another thing to account us righteous, which is 
done by imputation. That this may be the better under- 
ſtood, it may be neceſſary to know, that the terms not un- 
righteous and righteous are different; for not unrighteous is 
no more than innocent, that is, having neither done good 
| nor evil; but righteous is more than innocent, viz. having 
' done good; as wnrighteous is having done evil : and the 
ol medium between righteous and unrightecus, is innocent or 
"1 not unrightecus. By the remiſſion of ſins, we are made not 
n unrighteous, that is, innocent as to guilt, I do not mean as 
do pollution; but by the imputation of righteouſneſs, we 


N are made righteous, that is, our title to happineſs is pro- 
0 cured and confirmed: even as Adam in his innocency had 


not attained a title to life by his innocency, it- was to be 
© IM procured by his righteouſneſs, in a courſe of perfect obe- 
dience, to be performed by him. Again, 

Inſt. 3. Remiſſion of ſin, and imputation of righteouſneſs, 
differ in their proper procuring cauſes ; for Chriſt's ſut- 
X tcrings are the cauſe of the remiſſion of ſin, which is ex- 
4 piated by theſe ſufferings, 1 John i. 7. The blocd of Chriſt 
Y WM can /eth us from all fin; but the cauſe of the imputation 
of righteouſneſs is Chriſt's active obedience, Rom. v. 19. 
by the obedience of one many are made righteous *. Rom. 


t Wir. 2 5. Who was delivered for cur offences, and raiſed again 
4 Ver our juſtification, They are diſtin benefits, even as 
b. Chriſt's death and reſurrection are diſtinguiſhed, though 


not divided or ſeparated; yet the one is not the other. 
Chriſt's ſufferings are in implement of the penalty, but his 
t Jobedience is in implement of the precept. The curſe upon 

tranſgreſſors requires the former; the promiſed life, under 


* Mr Ralph Erſkine's Strength of ſin, pag. 144. 145. Be- 
* Levers their actual perſonal title to life, and their freedom 
ng . kom all legal obligation, liableneſs to death, which are the 
* two branches of juſtification, ſtand upon the active and paſ- 
fixe obedience of Chriſt,” 
as , C con lition * 


* 


are found, which is all he there intends, without inferring 


Wk 
condition of perfect obedience, requires the latter. And as 
the ſeli-lame law did both demand obedience, and denounce 
puniſhment for diſobedience; ſo one and the ſelf-ſame righ- 
teouſneſs comprehends both the implement of precept and 
penalty. | | 

In}t. 4. Remiſſion of ſin, and imputation of righteouſneſs, 
difter in their proper effects; for by that we are liberate 
from the curſe and freed from damnation, by this we are 
entitled to happineſs and attain eternal life, Gal. iv. 5. T6 
redeem them that were under the law, that we might re- 
ceive the adoption of ſons, Here the apoſtle mentions both 
the privative privilege redemption, and the poſitive adoption. 
And who knows not, that though it be a benefit to a ſlave 
to redeem him, yet it is {till a greater privilege to adopt him 
to the heirſhip of an inheritance? To pardon a rebel and 
excuſe him from death is a great favour, but it is more to 
add unto his life the gift of an eſtate, 

The objections which the adverſaries of truth make 
againſt this doctrine cannot avail them. Thus, if it be ob- 
jected, that Paul, Rom. iv. 6. 7. 8. uſes the phraſe of impu- 
ting righteouſneſs, promiſcuouſly with, and equivalent to, 
theſe of forgiving iniquities, covering ſins, and not im- 
puting ſin. It is eaſily anſwered, that Paul never intended 
theſe phraſes to be uſed promiſcuoully, or as equivalents : 
but as theſe privileges are always the ſame in ſubject, and 
cannot now be ſeparated in ſubject, Paul might very well 
predicate the bleſ/edneſs of the ſubject in which any of theſe 


an equivalence of theſe privileges; any more than a ſaying, 
Bleſſed is the man that is predeſtinated, and bleſſed is he 
that is called, juſtified, and glorified, would infer, that 
predeſtination, vocation, juſtification, and glorification, are 
equivalents, or may be uſed promiſcuouſly ; though it is 
indeed certain theſe are always the ſame in ſubject, 1 Cor. 
viii. 30. It is one thing for propoſitions to be equivalent, 
and another thing for one propoſition to follow upon an- 
other. It will by this time appear clearly illuſtrated, that 

remiſſion of fin is not imputation of righteouſneſs, 
VII. The infinite demerit of fin, ariſing from the leſion 
of God's honour, required an infinite ſatisfaction; 2 
the 


| (0! 
the imputation of Chriſt's paſſive obedience, in its in · 
finite value, only anſwered the penal law-demands, and 
conſequently is fo far from making the imputees infinitely 
righteous, that it makes them only not -unrighteous ; but 
eternal life being promiſed to man in the firſt covenant, 
upon condition of perfect, not infinite obedience, no more 
than a finite, though perfect obedience, is requiſite to the 
procuring of the life promiſed. The terms of the covenant 
were not altered to the cautioner : Think not that I am come 
to deſtroy the law—but to fulfil : the law-demands were the 
ſame upon the cautioner as upon the principal ; the con- 
ditions were neither raiſed nor abated : for, though it be a 
man's covenant ; yet if it be confirmed, no man diſannulleth 
or addeth thereto, Gal. iii. 15. That the law cannot now 
give life, is not owing, to any alteration in it, which is un- 
changeable; but to its being weak through the fleſh: the 
failing is on man's part, not on the law's “; for it is ex- 
preſsly declared, that the man that doth them, ſhall live in 
them ; and that the man which doth theſe things, ſhall live by 
them, Gal. iii. 12. and Rom. x. 5. Alſo our Lord faith, /# 
thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments, Matth. 
xix. 17, To aſſert that the terms of life are heightened 
to the ſurety, beyond what they were to the principal, 
natively infers, that the damned in hell ſtand upon cheaper 
terms, with reſpect to law-demands, than the redeemed in 
heaven ; conſequently, greatly eclipſes and derogates from 
the glory of God's mercy in faving ſinners, and directly 
counteracts the grand end and chief intent of the whole 
plan of redemption, viz. the declaration and manifeſtation 
of the glory of God's mercy and grace. But, on the other 
hand, to aſſert theſe terms are lowered, implies a ſinful 


| Indulgence of the ſinner, and that the way to get free of 


the law is to violate it; which is groſs blaſphemy. As 
heightening the terms is unjuſt rigour and ſeverity, ſo lower- 
ing them is ſinful forbearance; which to aſcribe to God are 
equally blaſphemous. But though man broke the covenant 
on his part, yet ſo did not God on his; he never flinched 


* Mr Ralph Erſkine, in his Strength of in, pag. 127. ſays, 
Its weakneſs to juſtify, is not the fault of the law; it is in us. 
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one jota of the bargain, Do we make void the law through) 
faith? Cd forbid, Rom. iii. ult. Shall their unbelief make 
the faith of God without effect? God forbid, verſ. 3. 4. Thus 


neither faith nor unbelief can evacuate God's covenant, 
Though we failed, ſo did not he: If we believe not, yet he 
abideth faithful ; he cannot deny himſelf, 2 Tim. ii. 13. ; nay, 
nor will he deny his covenant. 

To call the ſtability of God's covenant, which is a fun- 
damental truth, I ſay, to call this, a capital blunder,—a 
wild arbitrary notion, —an aſſertion quite indefenſible, as 
Mr Dalziel does in his preface, pag. 4. is ſuch horrid blaſ- 
phemy, as induces me, at preſent, rather to bewail his ſitu- 
ation, than offer any recriminating reflections. 

VIII. He pertinaciouſly continues to alledge, that the 
conſequences of the believer's being made infinitely righte- 
ous, from the imputation of Chriſt's paſſive obedience in its 
infinite value, and from that of his active, are parallel. 
But the contrary of this has already been evinced beyond 


all poſſibility of redargution, and therefore needs now be. 


be no more inſiſted upon: Only, I ſhall once more tell him, 
that, as has been proved, the imputation of Chriſt's paſſive 
obedience in its infinite value, makes the imputee only not 
znrighteous ; Whereas the imputation of his active obedience, 
in the proportion of the firſt covenant-demands, makes the 
imputee perfectly, though finitely righteous, a and entitles to 
eternal Hife; but if imputed in the proportion of its infinite 
value, redounding from the dignity of the obedient, which 
is more than theſe covenant-demands, muſt make the im- 
putee righteons in the ſame proportion, that is, infinitely 
rightcous, This will be more inſiſted on in the ſequel. . 
IX. He continues fond to catch his reader into a belief, 
that the above conſequences are parallel; and becauſe he has 
no argument to perſuade him, he muſt uſe ſome other arti- 


 fice. The ſhifthe then betakes him to ĩs this, he aſſumes great 


airs of learning, and no doubt expects to make his read- 
er believe, that he is thoroughly verſant in all the ſciences, 
when he comes out with a mathematical fling, in this bold 
interrogatory, pag. 20. * Will not this teacher, (ſays he), 
„be as able to demonſtrate, that the parallel lines in a 
** geometrical figure, that ſtand he upon the 

„points 
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« points or extremities of each other, are not equal, as to 
prove the one conſequence to be genuine, and the o- 
« ther ſtrained ?” | 

Here I will ſtop, to counter-interrogate this man a little, 
And, firſt, how came he to introduce a foreign ſcience in- 
to this diſpute, and eſpecially a ſcience he knows nothing 
about ? How came he to abuſe both his readers and mathe- 
matics, by ſpeaking not only nonſenſe and jargon, but 
downright falſehood ? Was it becauſe he could prefume 
upon the ignorance or credulity of his own blindfold fol- 
lowers ? or, was it becauſe he can adventure to dogmatize 
upon his own credulous ſolifidians, who, it he but fay fo, 
will believe the moon is made of green cheeſe? Why was 
e not aware that it might come into the hands of ſome 
hat would diſcover the impoſition ? But ſober! I will 
now calmly inform him, that no parallel lines whatever can 
tand upon each other at any aſſignable angle, far-leſs per- 
pendicularly, It is the eſſential property of parallels to be 
wery where equidiſtant, never to meet or form any angle; 
ar leſs to meet perpendicularly, or form a right angle. Had 
e ſpoke of demonſtrating the inequality of the oppoſite 
des of a parallelogram, it had been to his purpoſe ; or had 
e ſaid, lines parallel among themſelves, that ſtand upon 
ther lines alſo parallel among themſelves, this would have 
erred his turn: yet even then he needed not ſpoke of ſtand- 
ng perpendicularly ; for-the angles might as well have been 
blique. But to ſay, that parallel lines, in a geometrical 
gure, ſtand perpendicularly upon the points or extremi- 
ies of each other, is ſuch a grofs blunder, and notorious: 
bſurdity, that I might appeal to himſelf, whether, after the 
leteftion, his own mind does not now abhor it; and whether 
e judges not by this time, © that it had been far better 
for him to have kept it in retentis;” as he muſt certainly 
de aſhamed, to have expoſed his weakneſs ſo much to e- 
ery child in geometry. But paſſing this, let not him med- 
le any more with mathematics. Ne futor ultra crepidam. 
f he will corrupt divinity, becauſe he bears the character 
ta teacher thereof, who can help it? I think he muſt not 
retend the ſame reaſon for uſing freedom with mathema- 
ics : yet I beſeech him to diſcontinue his bungling divinity, 

| as 


things, to have the pre- eminence. 
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as well as mathematics, after the manner we have ſeen hin 
do. Upon the whole, as mathematics have but little con- 
cern, if any at all, with the preſent controverſy, I ſhall 
therefore at preſent gratify his infirmity, and paſs it over 
without any further cenſure. ; | 

X. To proceed : Having already proved what Mr Brown 
acknowledges to be his © fixed ſentiments, that the righ- 
4 teouſneſs of Chriſt can by no means be imputed to us in 
« its whole infinite value, or ſo as to conſtitute us infinite- 
e ly righteous in law; but only in proportion to our need, 
© and to the debt which we owe to the broken law and of. 
* fended juſtice of God: it is now not neceſſary for me 
to animadvert any further, on the weak exclamatory quiib- 
bles, which Mr Dalziel uſes, ad nauſeam, where he calls 
the imputation pleaded for a nonentity. However, how 
has this' man the impudence to call the imputation of 
Chriſt's righteouſneſs, in all the reſpects wherein it is a ſure- 
ty-implement of God's law for us,—I ſay, how has he the, 
impudence to call this a nonentity ? This is ſo momentous 
a matter, that it is /alutis æterna cardo, the hinge where · 
on all eternal happineſs depends. To call this a nonentity, 
is infandous impiety and horrid blaſphemy. Eternal hap 
pineſs depends on and flows from Chriſt's fulfilling of the 
law being imputed to us; it does. not depend on his do- 
ing more, or magnifying the law: to magnify the lay 
fairly implies more than an implement thereof : implement 
is not a magnification of the law; neither needs Mr Dalzie 
fay ſo, if he wants to be believed, until he be able to prov 
equal to be more, Chriſt did indeed magnify the law ; bul 
this arifes from another ſource than his fulfilling either the 
law-demands, or the commenſurate ſurety-engagements; 
the magnification of the law, and infinite value of Chrilt' 
righteouſneſs, redounded from the abſolute freedom, infinit 
dignity, and tranſcendent excellency of his perſon : and 
this is one of the peculiar pre-eminences he has in righ- 
teouſneſs, as it well becomes him herein, as well as in all 
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Put the caſe, that a poor man becomes a debtor, andflef 
the law of the land ſentences him to make payment; alhn 
ſo, that the king takes upon him to pay, and does bf 
tuall/ 
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tually make payment in room of the poor man. It is cer- 
tain, that the ſum paid is no more than a fulfilling of 
law, which the poor man was obliged to, and the king un- 
dertook to pay; but it is alſo certain, that a far greater 
ſplendor and luſtre is added to the law, (or it is magni- 
fied) by the king's ſubjecting to and _—_— it, eſpecially as 
wn prior to his voluntary engagement he was tree, than by the 
gh. poor man's ſubjection. Vet this magnification does not a- 
S 10 Wiſe from the ſum the king paid, being only what the law 
ite · Ndemanded, and the king engaged for, and would have been 
ed, ¶ the ſame ſum though paid by the poor man; but this mag- 
of · ¶ nification flows from the king's dignity and ſtation, which 
meſſis quite extraneous to the debt or payment as challenge- 
Mb Hable by law, though inſeparably attendant thereupon as 
all diſcharged by the king in perſon. Moreover, this pay- 
20WMment is, in law, only accounted, to the poor man, as the 
of payment of ſuch a ſum ; not as a king's payment thereof. 
ure-W Now, if the caſe can be ſo at all among men, it muſt be 
the much more ſo, in reſpect to the matter under debate; for 
touMChriſt is far more paramount to the law of God's cove- 
ere-Wnant, than any earthly king is to the law of his nation. 

tity/ X1. As to what our author ſays, pag. 21. of, divi- 
hap· ding between our Lord's ſurety-righteouſneſs and its infi- 
the nite value, being quite inconſiſtent with the conjunct im- 
do putation of Chriſt's active and paſſive obedience, as one 


lau ſimple righteouſneſs; it is but one of his incoherent 
nenBinterences, a downright non-ſequitur. It does not follow, 
zitat becauſe Chriſt's paſſive obedience is imputed to us, as 
ron infinite price of redemption, from the infinite wrath of 
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od; and his active obedience, as the purchaſe- price of 
ur title to life; therefore they cannot be conjunctly im- 
puted as one ſimple righteouſneſs. No. What! becauſe 
the believer has got the pardon of all his fins, muſt he not 
alſo be accepted as righteous in the ſight of God ? Does 
harden ſupercede the neceſſity of acceptance? Not at all. 
All the alteration he is maſter of will never induce the judi- 
ous, though he may cajole the ſimple, to believe this ab- 
ſurdity. To aſſert this, is but a foul puff of the rank breath 
andfof thoſe who have fed upon the ſame huſks, and along the 
; ime paſture, with the wild herd of Secinian ſwine, into 


ac | whom 
ually 
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whom the perverſe legion of evil ſpirits of error have eq, 
tered, and ruſhed them headlong down the ſteep-place, in- 
to the ſea of corrupt doctrine, and choked them in the 
lake of heretical deſtruction. F | 

His offering no proof of his aſſertion might be ſufficien 
ground for paſling it without any notice; but prudence 
directs here to apply the rule, Frov, xxvi. 5. Anſwer a feel 
&c. Therefore I reply in his own words, that“ the per. 
« fect obedience and complete ſatisfaction of Chriſt, as it 
« js the righteouſneſs of God in our nature,” viz. as it is 
an implement of the precept and penalty of the law, or an 
implement of the coextenſiye ſurety-engagement, but not 
as it is a magnifying of the law, and a doing more than it 
requires, is judicially eſtimated in law a. complete anſwer 
« toits precept and penalty, and ſo our very righteouſneſs, 
„ obedience, and ſatisfaction.“ The conjunct and not ſepa- 
rate imputation of a complete anſwer to the law's precept 
and penalty, is the very thing Mr Brown aſſerts to be our very 
righteouſneſs, obedience, and ſatisfaction; but not an im- 
putation of more than what completely anſwers thoſe: 
therefore, here Mr Dalziel's own mouth has condemned 
him, as it continues to do afterwards, when he will not al- 
low, * that the holy law of the moſt high God is the cri- 
« terion and ſtandard of Chriſt's ſurety- righteouſneſs; 
although he had but juſt now ſaid, it was eſtimated in law a 
complete anſwer to its precept and penalty, See ſuch mi- 
ſerable ſhifts the man is put to, —downright contradictions, 
Is not that law, to which a righteouſneſs muſt anſwer, the 
ſtandard and criterion thereof? And is not the precept 
and penalty of the law, the ſtandard and criterion of Chrilt's 
ſurety-righteouſneſs and obedience for ſinners ? And is it not 
becauſe it is an exact accompliſhment of all the law's de- 
mands upon them, that they by the imputation thereof can 
be reckoned righteons ? Prov. xviii. 7. A feoÞs mouth is his 
deſtruction, and his lips are the ſnare of his foul, His other 
foul ſtreins of reviling, being unworthy of further notice, 

I here paſs with their proper check, The Lord rebuke thee. 
XII. Again, our author, in his paltry way of diſpu- 
ting, which muſt be nauteous to every judicious reader, 
comes to tell us, pag. 23. that if Mr Brown's “ ſecond ar- 
| | „ "v0 — 
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. 
ec ent can be gathered, with much difficulty, from a 
« heap of diſtinctions, it comes to hand at laſt in this odd 
« ſhape.” Why but, as Mr Dalziel had the thus ſhaping 
of the argument, might he not have given it another than 
an odd ſhape? Yea, but the rule is, Partus ſequitur ven- 
trem : an odd ſhape is the genuine produce of an odd- ſha- 
per. But what at all is this odd ſhape? It is, viz. 
« That our Lord's mediatory righteouſneſs is not imputed 
« to believers, as the meritorious, but as the material 
« cauſe of their juſtification.” Who dare deny that this 


* is an odd ſhape of Mr Brown's argument? A ſtrange | 
\ io MY metamorphoſis indeed, when compared with Mr Browns 
wer argument, in his own words. He may, in ſhaping it thus, | 
of, Wi fay, with like truth and propriety, as was ſaid on a certain | 
pa occaſion, There came out this calf, Exod. xxxii. 24.—But as | 
ept che metal of this argument is ſtandard gold, and ſo fire- - 
erf proof, we will, without loſs, melt and mould again, and ſo 

im Jreſtore the argument its proper ſhape. Put on coals then ; 


ſe: nd blow. 8 | 
Any thing is ſaid to be properly or ſtrictly meritorious 
of another, when it has a due proportion or extent of in- 


4 trinſic worth or value, as conſidered or weighed in the ba- 

. » lance of equity and juſtice: it is a rendering the real equi- * 
x a alent, guid pro quo, which is called meritum ex condigno, 

mi. Ms merit of condignity. And thus the conditions of proper 

ne merit are well deſcribed in the well known diſtich, 

the 


Da tua, fed non que debes, proportio et adſit, 
WMV aliter meritum dixeris efſe tum. 


de- Before we can fay we merit properly, wg, muſt give, (I.) 
That which is our own, (2.) That which we were not o- 
therwiſe bound to give, (3.) That which is intrinſically e- 
quivalent to the thing merited, © | 
But again, a thing is improperly, though commonly, ſaid 
to be meritorious of another, when there is no adequate 
worth given, but only the fulfilment of ſome certain con- 
dition of a contract. Thus, if the king ſhould ſay to a beg- 
gar, © Gwe me that pin in your ſleeve, and I will give you a 
* thouſand pounds :* vpon giving the pin, the beggar is - 
D ; entitled 


a 7» 


entitled to a thouſand pounds ; though no body will fay he 
has given an equivalent. This improper kind of merit is 
called meritum ex pacto, a merit of paction or agreement, 
And this improper kind, which may be more properly call. 
ed grace, or donation, (though indeed contradiſtinguiſhed, 
Rom. iv. 4. as a debt, ex pacto, from that ſupereminent 
grace, as diſplayed to mankind-ſinners, in the goſpel), did 
only take place in the covenant of works, and can only 
take place between God and his creatures univerſally : Can 
a man be profitable to Cod? Job xxii. 2. My goodneſs ex-. 
tendeth not unto him, Pſal. xvi. 2. Who hath firſt given ii 
him, and it ſhall be recompenſed unto him again? Rom. xi. 

35. We are unprofitable ſervants : we have done (nothing 
but) that which was our duty to do, Luke xvii. 10. 

Nov, ſince creatures. univerſally, and of conſequence be- 
hevers, neither are able, nor ever were required to merit 
ſtrictly, or by way of condignity, any good from God; 
therefore, the imputing ſuch a merit to them is, beyond all 
rational diſpute, a lifting them above the rank of creatures 
even a deifying them, which is impious and blaſphemous, 
Neither Adam as ſtanding, nor mankind as fallen, are ob- 
liged to merit life ex condigno ; and man's ſucety is, as 
ſuch, bound to no more than the principals. - And ſince 
man is only to merit life ex pacto, or improperly, by the 
covenant of works; what is imputed to them mult only be 
meritoriqus ex pacto, or improperly. There can be no ne- 
ceſſity, nay, no poſſibility of imputing more to them, in or- 
der to their juſtification, than what the law requires. 
The righteouſneſs of Chriſt as it is wrought by God 
man in our nature, that is, as it is the work of him that i; 
God, is of ſuch tranſcendent dignity and infinite value, as 
to be ſtrictly meritorious ex condigno, of the actual redemp- 
tion and falvation of all believers “. Accordingly Mr Brown 

| | | tell; 


* Nay, it is of value ſufficient for the ſalvation of all man- 
kind, and ten thouſand worlds more. Mr Ebenezer Erſkine 
" Neww-Teſtament ark opened ) teaches, that there is a threes 
fold ſufficiency in the death of Chriſt. (1.) An intrinſic ſuf- 
« ficiency, ariſing from the infinite dignity of his perſon who 

5 “ ſuffered 
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( 27 )- | 
tells us in the ſentence ſnarled at, that this righteouſ- 
« neſs is the ſtrictly meritorious cauſe of onr juſtification, 
« preciſely as it is the righteouſneſs of God in our nature.” 
But man, and Chriſt as man's ſurety, is obliged, as has 
been proved, to merit life only ex pacto, or improperly ; 
therefore what is imputed to believers of mankind is only 
meritorious ex pacto, or improperly. I have now put the 
odd ſhape of the argument into uſion, and behold how it 
goes off in fumigation, while the ſtandard gold, the pure me- 
tal remains unwaſted, and reſumes its ſound and genuine 
ſhape, viz. that the righteouſneſs of Chriſt is not impu- 
« ted to us in all that extenſive value which conſtitutes it 
« the ſtritly meritorious cauſe [ex condigno of juſtifica- 
« tion, but only in ſo far as it is the material cauſe thereof.” 
The reader may here, as well as elſewhere, perceive the 
wreſting, wrangling, and groſs prevarication of this ſcrib- 
bler. Moreover, if it had been worth while, as long as my 
hand was in pyrotechnical experiments, and the furnace a- 
going, I might have ebullited his © ſcene of confuſion—no- 
thing but one wave of abſurdity daſhing againſt ano- 
« ther ;” it would ſoon have gone off in evaporation. But 
[ am almoſt tired of this wild-gooſe chaſe. 
XIII. Further, our worthy author proceeds (pag. 24. 
& ſeq.) to carp at an expreſlion, viz. An internal cauſe of 
utification, which he ignorantly or wickedly. brands with 


* ſuffered, being the infinite God in the perſon of the Son, 

* clothed with a vail of fleſh; and in this reſpect, there was 
* ſuch a value in his death and blood, that it was ſufficient not 
* only to redeem all mankind, but ten thouſand worlds, ſuppoſing 

* their exiſtence and fall too,” But, (2.) There is an-ordinate 
* ſufficiency, whereby the death and fatisfaion of Chriſt is li- 

* mited unto the elect ; and in this reſpe& Chriſt declares, that 

he laid down his life for the ſheep, John x. 15. (3.) There 

* 18 a /egal ſufficiency, by which the law and its penalty is /ul- 

* ly anſwered, inſomuch that neither law nor juſtice is any 

* obſtrution or bar in the way of a ſinner's ſalvation that be- 

* lieves in him; all the charges that the law and juſtice had 
* againſt the poor ſinner, they are cancelled, Gal. iii. 10. Col. 

ü. 14. Rom. viii. 1. 33. 34. | 
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1 
the nigrum theta of a new invention indeed. But here, juſt 
as uſual, he perverſely miſconſtructs the plain ſenſe and 
obvious meaning of the words, and would make his readet 
believe, that by internal is meant righteouſneſs infuſed, « 
ſubjeCtively inherent in the perſon “, as appears from his 
opponing thereto ** that ſpiritual benefit and privilege, az 
being an act of God's free grace without us,” that is, 
without our perſons. Mr Brown's doctrine no way re- 
liſhes, but deteſts juſtification by righteouſneſs inherent ar 
infuſed ; therefore this is a moſt unchriſtian, unmanly infi- 

nuation againſt it, and is a groſs impoſition on the reader. 
In the expreſſion of righteouſneſs being an internal cauſi 
of juſtification, righteouſneſs is to be underſtogd as internal 
to juſtification, entering the conſtitution and eſſence there. 
of, but not internal to the perſon : righteouſneſs as an in- 
ternal cauſe of the perſon is arrant nonſenſe, This wranglet 
has, * againſt all the rules of grammar and language,“ 
ſubſtituted perſon for puftification, and for no other purpoſe 
but to carry his point. Suppoſe that the expreſſion had 
been, Chriſt's righteouſneſs is internal to the perſon of 1 
< believer.;” what would he have made of that, pray? Why, 
ſays he, © Chriſt's righteouſneſs is indeed ſaid to be unt ! 
* all, and upon all them that believe, Rom. iii. 22. ; but no it 
« where is it to be ſaid in all.“ I ſhall in anſwer (for ar- f. 
gument's ſake) only tell him to read the, apoſtle's words U 
Rom. viii. 3. 4. and there he will find, God ſending his own 
Son in the likeneſs of ſinful fleſh, and for fin condemned fin 
in the fleſh, that the righteouſneſs of the law might be fuk 
filled ( zum, IN US. . | 
- Moreover, the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, as it is implemen- 
tory of man's debt, a diſcharge of Chriſt's ſurety-engage-IMW be 
ment commenſurate to the debt, —conſequently meritorious 
ex pacto, and as ſuch imputed to believers, is a cauſe off a! 
their juſtification, It may well þe called a cauſe, in regard] . 
it enters the very conſtitution and efſence,—is the very la 
matter thereof, as imputation is the form. And thus juſtih- 
cation is ſo intimately, eſſentially, and conſtitutionally depen- ric 
dent on that righteouſneſs, that it not only is a cauſe, ge · ¶ ju 


* See pag. 63. of our author, at the bottom, . As 
Pep | 1 | nerally 


11 
nerally ſpeaking, but is an eſſential og material, a conſtitu- 
tional and internal cauſe, or an ingredient thereof. a 

On the other hand, the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, as it is 
the righteouſneſs of him that is God, —meritorious.ex con- 
digno, and fo tranſcending the fulfilment of his ſurety-en- 
gagement, being a magnifying of the law, and as ſuch in- 
competent to man, which is, in Mr Brown's terms, preciſely 
the righteouſneſs of God in our nature, is extrinſical. to juſtifi - 
cation, and its caufation or cauſality therein can be no 
other than extrinſical; and thus, in contradiſtinction to 
it as an internal cauſe, it cannot with any degree of pro- 
priety be called more than an external cauſe. 

Upon the whole, it may not be improper to intimate, 
that as juſtification is a ſupernatural effect, cauſation there- 
in is not to be underſtood in that preciſe formal ſignifi- 
cation, in Which it is uſed by logicians and metaphy ſicians 
in order to natural effefts; but rather analogically, in a 
moral and legal ſenſe. And the orthodox meaning of the 
uſers of ſuch terms of cauſation being obvious, it is but 
vanity to raiſe too much duſt thereabout. WS 
XIV. Furthermore, What our author ſays, pag. 26. of 
the conceſſion of the imputation of Chriſt's paſſrve obedience, in 
its infinite value, has been fully anſwered before, and de- 
ſerves no further notice. And what he ſays of its being 
meritorious, is. fully obviated ; for it is as plain as the ſun- 
light, that ſatisfaction, or Chrilt's paſſive obedience, as 
diſtinguiſhed from his active, is not at all meritorious of 
life or happineſs, it only procures a liberation from puniſh- 
ment.— This is well-ſounding divinity, in the ears of them 


that underſtand the ceconomy of grace and ſalvation, as has 


been already proved, let our author ſay as he will. 

But I neither muſt nor juſtly can paſs his contumelious 
and blaſphemous rejection of Chriſt's righteouſneſs as the 
material cauſe of juſtification : and, to heighten the petu- 
lancy of the malignant Inffult, he ſays © it evaporates into 
ſmoke, —is a nonentity, a mere nothing.” —To be ſe- 
rious, let me tell him, that if ever he enjoy the benefit of 


juſtification before God, Chriſt's righteouſneſs, as ſpecified 
by Mr Brown, muſt be the material cauſe thereof, inaſmuch ' 


as it muſt enter, as ſaid is, the very eſſence and GEES 
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the nigrum theta of a new invention indeed, But here, juſt 
as uſual, he perverſely miſconſtructs the plain ſenſe and 

obvious meaning of the words, and would make his readet 
believe, that by internal is meant righteouſneſs infuſed, « 
ſubjectively inherent in the perſon “, as appears from his 
opponing thereto ** that ſpiritual benefit and privilege, az 
being an act of God's free grace without us, that is, 
without our perſons. Mr Brown's doctrine no way re. 
liſhes, but deteſts juſtification by righteouſneſs inherent ar 
infuſed ; therefore this is a moſt unchriſtian, unmanly infi- 
nuation againſt it, and is a groſs impoſition on the reader, 
In the expreſſion of righteouſneſs being an internal cauſe 
of juſtification, righteouſneſs is to be underſtogd as internal 


to juſtification, entering the conſtitution and eſſence there. 
of, but not internal to the perſon : righteouſneſs as an in-M i 
ternal cauſe of the perſon is arrant nonſenſe. This wranglet © 
has, © againſt all the rules of grammar and language, ! 
ſubſtituted per/on for juſtification, and for no other purpoſe f 
but to carry his point. Suppoſe that the expreſſion had 
been, Chriſt's righteouſneſs is internal to the perſon of a » 
e believer;” what would he have made of that, pray? Why, 
ſays he, © Chriſt's righteouſneſs is indeed ſaid to be unt! 
* all, and upon all them that believe, Rom. iii. 22.; but nol i 
« where is it to be ſaid in all.” I ſhall in anſwer (for ar- ! 
gument's ſake) only tell him to read the apoſtle's words, iſ * 
Rom. viii. 3. 4. and there he will find, God ſending his ownW I 
Son in the likeneſs of ſinful fleſh, and for fin condemned ſa d 
in the fleſh, that the righteouſneſs of the law might be ful | 
filled ( zue, IN Us. | n 
Moreover, the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, as it is implement 
tory of man's debt, — a diſcharge of Chriſt's ſurety- engage ·¶ b 


ment commenſurate to the debt, —conſequently meritorious 
ex pacto, and as ſuch imputed to believers, is a cauſe of a1 
their juſtification, It may well he called a cauſe, in regard ”? 
it enters the very conſtitution and eſſence, —is the very h 
matter thereof, as imputation is the form. And thus juſtifi- 
cation is ſo intimately, eſſentially, and conſtitutionally depen 11 
dent on that righteouſneſs, that it not only is a cauſe, ge · ¶ ju 


* See pag. 63. of our author, at the bottom, | 48 
po | | nerally 


{T=X) 
nerally ſpeaking, but is an eſſential r material, a conſtitu- 
tional and internal canſe, or an ingredient thereof. 

On the other hand, the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, as it is 
the righteouſneſs of him that is God, —meritorious.ex con- 
digno, and fo tranſcending the fulfilment of his ſurety- en- 
gagement, being a magnifying of the law, and as ſuch in- 
competent to man, which is, in Mr Brown's terms, preciſely 
the righteouſneſs of God in our nature, is extrinſical. to juſtifi- 
cation, and its caufation or cauſality therein can be no 
other than extrinſical; and thus, in contradiſtinction to 
it as an internal cauſe, it cannot with any degree of pro- 
priety be called more than an external cauſe. 

Upon the whole, it may not be improper to intimate, 
that as juſtification is a ſupernatural effect, cauſation there- 
in is not to be underſtood in that preciſe formal ſignifi- 
cation, in which it is uſed by logicians and metaphy ſicians 
in order to natural effects; but rather analogically, in a 
moral and legal ſenſe. And the orthodox meaning of the 
uſers of ſuch terms of cauſation being obvious, it is but 
vanity to raiſe too much duſt thereabout. | 

XIV. Furthermore, what our author ſays, pag. 26. of 
the conceſſion of the imputation of Chriſt's paſſrve obedience, in 
its infinite value, has been fully anſwered before, and de- 
ſerves no further notice. And what he ſays of its being 
meritorious, is fully obviated ; for it is as plain as the ſun- 
light, that ſatisfaction, or Chriſt's paſſive obedience, as 
diſtinguiſhed from his active, is not at all meritorious of 
life or happineſs, it only procures a liberation from puniſh- 
ment.— This is well-ſounding divinity, in the ears of them 
that underſtand the ceconomy of grace and ſalvation, as has 
been already proved, let our author ſay as he will. 

But I neither muſt nor juſtly can paſs his contumelious 
and blaſphemous rejection of Chriſt's righteouſneſs as the 
material cauſe of juſtification : and, to heighten the petu- 
lancy of the malignant inſult, he ſays © it evaporates into 
ſmoke, —is a nonentity, a mere nothing.” —To be ſe- 
rious, let me tell him, that if ever he enjoy the benefit of 


juſtification before God, Chriſt's righteouſneſs, as ſpecified 


by Mr Brown, muſt be the material cauſe thereof, inaſmuch 
as it muſt enter, as faid is, the very eſſence and conſtitution 
of 
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of juſtification; and is therefore, by grave and learned di. 
vines, called. the material cauſe of juſtification; which term, 
as being the ſafer, is chooſed to be uſed by the orthodox, 
rather than the formal cauſe, which has been excepted a- 
gainſt by many learned men, as not ſo proper a term. 

He ſays, © Is not this ſurety-righteouſneſs the meritorious 
© cauſe in law of the abſolution of the criminal debtor ?”— 
If here he would not confound meritorious ex condigno and 
ex pacto, as they have been already diſtinctly explained; 
and if he would not confound remiſſion of ſin and impu- 
tation of righteouſneſs, as he perverſely does, there would 
remain no room for debate. But he muſt be told, once 
more, that it is the paſſive obedience of Chriſt which is 
properly the cauſe ** of the abſolution of the criminal debt- 
* or;” and it is upon the ground of Chriſt's active obe- 
dience imputed ** that he holds his title to life.” But it is 
abſolutely denied, and already diſproved, that the righte- 
ouſneſs imputed is meritorious any more than (ex pats) by 
pation. Nor can it be meritorious by condignity, inaſmuch 
as God cannot become a condign debtor to any of his crea- 

fares; and to call him ſuch is downright blaſphemy. And 
ſeeing God cannot be a condign debtor to any of his crea- 
tures, life can never be adjudged to believers as a condign 
reward of the righteouſneſs imputed to them ; but if the 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt in its infinite value were imputed to 
believers, life and eternal happineſs would be no more (per- 


haps leſs) than a condign reward of the righteouſneſs im- 


puted to them, And this, if attended to, is ſufficient to diſ- 
prove the whole of our author's diſputings. Therefore, 
though our author falſely ſays, Mr Brown has proved no- 
thing, but confuſed every thing, we may juſtly conclude 
in Mr Brown's words, that the righteouſneſs of Chriſt is 
© not imputed to us in that extenſive value which con- 
e ſtitutes it the ſtriftly meritorious cauſe (2x condigno) 
« of juſtification, but only in ſo far as it is the material 
«© cauſe thereof;” that is, in ſo far as it enters the conſti- 
tution of that righteouſneſs which the law requires of us, 
and confequently is meritorious by paction only, and not 
ſtrictly or by condignity. This will appear to be a ſufficient 
refutation of all the jargon he throws out upon Mr Brown's 


ſecond argument, 
XV. Upon 


1 

XV. Upon Mr Brown's third argument, Mr Dalziel 
owns, pag. 28. That our Lord's ſurety-righteouſneſs is 
WH © the fulfilling end of the law, and therefore is imputed to 
us in juſtification, as containing a complete anſwer to 
« the precept and penalty of the law of works.” This is 
juſt the ſame with what Mr Brown and all ſound teachers 
advance, If he would abide by this, the diſpute were at 
an end: but it is eaſy to ſtrain a ſtring till it break, which 
being only ſcrewed up to its proper height, would bear its 
part in the harmony. Accordingly he, notwithſtanding 
what he had juſt now acknowledged, ſays, © What then? 
« It is ſtrenuouſly argued, (he adds), that Chriſt's ſurety- 
« righteouſneſs, being the righteouſneſs of God in our 
© nature, it is that, and that alone, which exhibits a com- 
« plete anſwer to the precept and penalty of the law of 
« works.” Neither is this refuſed ; we add and affirm, (fo 
far from denying), that the righteouſneſs of him that is God 
exceeds that which the law requires of man, or even that 
which Chriſt, as man's ſurety, became bound to perform; | 
and as thus ſuperextended is not only a complete anſwer to 
the law, but alſo is a magnification and honorification of 
the law, being more than the law required; conſequently 
as ſuch cannot be imputed to creatures. This—is ſuf- 
* ficient to overturn the unequal and crooked doctrine 
taught by this author; and, without controverſy, he is 
never better ſerved, than when he is confronted with his 
* OWN Weapons.” 

XVI. For anſwer to what he advances againſt Mr Brown's | 
fourth argument, pag. 29. & /#q. I need only remind the 
reader, that as God never broke his covenant, never alter- 
ed the terms thereof; therefore what Chriſt undertook as 
s ſurety, was no more than man was bound to, even a fulfil- 
nent of that covenant or law. To ſay that he, who is our 
) Walvocate, would cede to higher terms in the compromiſe- 
ment, than thoſe of the original contract and obligation, is {| 
calling him unfaithful as a plenipotentiary — or | 
„ Mediator, in tranſacting the buſineſs of his clients with | 
t 60d; and it is calling God unjuſt, to ſay he would, after | 
t offering to treat, demand higher terms. Away, away 
Vith ſoch notions! Does not breach of bargain even a- 

| mong 
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( 32 ) 
mong men always infer infidelity? Is not the common 
faying, A bargain's a bargain? Are not trucebreaker 
found among the moſt! mifcreant tribe mentioned, 2 Tim, 
iii.? Can there be a more execrable inſinuation than that 
of infidelity in God? Let every tender Chriſtian and hum. 
ble philofopher be aware of entertaining any thoughts of 
God fo horribly derogatory to his infinite perfections. But 
enongh, if not too much, of this. Since therefore Chriſt as 
furety engaged to perform only what by law was incumbent 
on ſinners, his ſurety-righteouſneſs can include no more 
than a fulfilment of the law; though indeed his righteouſ. 
neſs, as it is wrought by him who is God, is more; even a 
- magnification of the law, and a righteouſneſs of infinite va. 
lue, and, in this ſuperextenſive conſideration, is neither com- 

tent to be performed by man, nor required of man; and 
0 cannot, without abſurd blaſphemy, be ſaid to be imputed 
to man. Thus there is a meridian diſtinction between the 
righteoufneſs of Chriſt as ſurety for ſinners, and the righ- 
teouſneſs of God-man in its full latitude, an infinite ex- 
tent; which Mr Dalziel ſo much labours in vain to con- 
found : and of courſe the inference he draws from their 
fuppoſed lamenefs, pag. 31. falls to the ground. 
What he ſays of man forfeiting his title to life, is deceit- 
fully laid; for man had not acquired any ſuch title by his 
primitive or concreated righteouſneſs ®, it was to be procu- 
red by a ſteady courſe of active obedience : and as he never 
had obtained ſuch a title, to ſay he loſt it, as a forfeiture, 
is not at all appoſite to the preſent debate; at leaſt, if for- 
feiture be taken as uſual, viz. for loſing what orfe has. In: 
deed forfeiture, as it reſpects tranſgreſſion 6f the law, and 
incurring the penalty, may be properly applied to man; 
but, by God's act of indemnity, which is the remiſſion of 
fin, the rebel man is reponed in flatum quem, as to the 
title to life, which remains to be procured upon the former 
condition of perfect obedience, Gal. iii. 12. and Rom. x. 
The reſt of his nugatory excurſions, to the end of 


* Mr Ralph Erſkine's Strength of /in, pag. 162. Adam never 
had a title to life by the covenant of works, becanſe he failed 
in the condition. 


the 


( 


the paragraph, deſerve no further notice, the matter be- 
ing fully anſwered above. 


XVII. Further, the ſame diſtinction of Chriſt's righte- 


ouſneſs as a ſurety, being an implement of all the law's de- 
mands; and the righteouſneſs of infinite value, being the 
work of him that is God: I ſay, this diſtinction affords a 
ſufficient proof of the non -· concludency of all theſe waſte 
words he throws out on Mr Brown's fifth argument, in pag. 
32. 33. and 34. For though © our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was, 
« as an undertaking ſurety; made under the law-covenant, in 
« his mediatory perſon, God-man ;” yet “of neceſſary con- 
«© ſequence—the holy law of God” can require no more o- 
bedience of the perſon God-man, as due from him in room 
of ſinners, than he engaged to perform for them ; which is 
proved already to be no more * than law and juſtice requi- 
red of them : more would have been unjuſt. 

In fine, therefore, an internal“ cauſe of juſtification,” 
(which is not more myſterious than the righteouſneſs of 
Chriſt) ;“ the conſideration of our Lord's ſurety- obe- 


% dience,” as a perfect implement of the law in its infinite 
penalty, and finite precept; “ the diſtinction between our 


Lord's mediatory righteouſneſs, as it is the righteouſ- 
* neſs of God in our nature,—and as it is a ſurety-righte- 
* ouſneſs,” that is, as it is a magnifying the law, and as it 
is no more than a fulfilling the law ;—* the allegation—that 
though the righteouſneſs of Chriſt poſſeſs an infinite value 
gas fulfilled by him, —yet the law is only concerned with it 
* as a perfect finite obedience to its precept, and complete 
* ſatisfaction td its penalty,” which is infinite, “ are a ca- 
«* tologue of ” ſcriptural maxims, and theological - diſtinc- 
tions, calculated for the ſupport of an egregious truth; 


* Mr Ralph Erſkine's Strength of fin, pag. 140. The law of 
the covenant of works,---required only a&ive obedience of in, 
nocent Adam; but now of ſinners it requires active and paſſive 
too, And pag. 143. Chriſt as ſurety came to fulfil the righ- 
teouſneſs of the law, only as it is a covenant of works; and 
this he did, both by his aride obedience fulfilling the precept 
of the law, and by his paſſive obedience ſatisfying the threat- 
ering, and enduring the penalty of the law. 


L * 


—————— 
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© and by their inſcription plainly declare they have been 
„ weighed in an even balance.” | 

XVIII. When our author comes, pag. 35. and 36. to 
ſpeak about the believer's intereſt in Chriſt's righteouſneſs 
in its infinite value, as contradiſtinct to imputation thèereoi, 
he proceeds in his ordinary way to confound things that 
* ought to be kept diſtinct. But I anſwer in Mr Brown's 
„ words,” pag. 6. Intereſt and imputation are far from 
being equally extenſive in their ſignification, —every be- 
& lever is intereſted in the perſon, natures, and glorious ex- 
* altation of Chriſt; nay, he is intereſted in an infinite 
God, in all his perfections; yet who durſt, —who could, 
% without the moſt horrid blaſphemy, affirm, that theſe 
things are imputed to believers ?”—How can this man call 
this—great and glorious truth, “a critical and crafty 
ce turn?” Away © with ſuch black-mouthed revilings !” 

He maintains, in relation to * the ſurety-obedience of 
© Chriſt in its infinite value, that imputation infers inter- 
« eſt, and intereſt imputation.” - The thus conjoining of 
things ſo evidently different, brings to my mind the practice 
of Mezentius the tyrant, who uſed to couple living and 
dead men together, face to face, hand to hand, c. that 
the dead might be a nuiſance and the deſtruction of the li- 
ving, as it is ſomewhere related by Virgil ; 


Mortua corporibus jungebat corpora vivis, &c. 


Has he a mind to deſtroy the true ſenſe of both, by con- 
founding and making them equal? Has not the believer, 
by his myſtical union and marriage to Chriſt, an intereſt in 
him as the wife in the huſband, and in all his perfeQions 
and excellencies, as in his knowledge, wiſdom, c.? But 
it is evident, that the knowledge, wiſdom, &c. of the huſ- 
band cannot be imputed to the wife; for notwithſtanding 
theſe properties in the huſband, the wife may be juſtly 


_ reckoned ignorant, fooliſh, &c. And thus intereſt does 


not always infer imputation. He indeed adds a limitation, 
that it be of a thing © which is capable of being impu- 
c ted:” but it has already been proved, that Chriſt's righ- 
teouſneſs in its infinite value is not capable of being impu- 


ted to believers. 
To 


— 
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To conclude the proof, that imputation and intereſt are 
R uite different, I ſhall put him in mind, that even angels 
8 Hemſelves have intereſt in and benefit from Chriſt, as he 
is © the head of all principality and power, —of the innu- 
+ I © merable company of angels and general aſſembly and church 
; © ff the firft-born, —and as he is the gatherer together in 
none, of all things, both which are in heaven, and which 
% are on earth, even in him.” But this intereſt by no 
._ neans infers imputation ; there is no veſtige to be found in 
e ccripture of imputation of any. thing in Chriſt to angels: 
, Joo, he took not on him the nature of angels; nor did he 
ſe WJ in law repreſent them. It is therefore a doctrine of pe- 
i © culiar” worth and concernment in divinity, “ that belie- 
vers are intereſted in the full and infinite value of our 
» Lord's“ righteouſneſs, as a magnification and honorift- 
Ff aation of the law, and yet the ſame (at leaſt as ſuch) is not 
-. WW imputed to them; nor is competent to be imputed, in regard 
of I they never were required to magnify the law, and make it 
e © honourable, that is, to do more than it required. This is 
d = ſelf- contradiction, that they are required to do more than 
at they are required to do. 
js I have now followed him, almoſt ſtep by ſtep, through 
his firſt ſection, and ſhall leave it to the judicious to de- 
termine, whether he has not, in the whole, uſed the line 
and plummet of the builders of Babel, by which they laid 
- che foundation of their city—reared the walls of their 
r, wer —erected the cornerſtone of their fabric, and com- 
in WE piled their ſtupendous tauntmaſt ſtructure. 
18 XIX. Our author, in the beginning of his ſecond ſection, | 
it pag. 37. preſumptuouſly calls Mr'Brown's arguments, ſo- | 
{. Mphiſtical cavils; and gives it out that he has briefly exploded | 
chem: he then pretends to proceed to prove his tenet © from 


ly © {cripture and reaſon, and from our excellent ſtandards of | 
es [| doctrine,” 
n, I cannot help obſerving here, that it is but common and + 


u- ordinary, that the authors and abettors of heretical opi- 
h- I nions, impious and blaſphemous doctrines, pretend to take 
u. chelter and ſanctuary under the wings of the ſacred oracles 
of divine revelation; and almoſt every party pretend that 

o heir principles, however erroneous, have the countenance 
E 2 and 


16 


and protection of the holy ſcriptures, which are thus moſt 
wickedly made a no/e-o*wax ; nay, which is worſe, made a 
common proſtitute, being deflowered of their virgin ſenſe, — 
bereaved of their primitive intendment, —impregnated with 
a falſe, ſpurious meaning, - delivered of a moſt illegitimate 
conſtruction, and all this for the ſupport and defence of 
mens erroneous and fantaſtical opinions. O horrid im- 
piety, thus to abuſe divine revelation! There needs not 
à more certain ſign of the error of a cauſe, than to ſee its 
partners fiſhing out ſcriptures, wreſting and miſconſtructing 
them, to give countenance to that which they natively con- 
demn. That this obtains in our author's caſe, will perſpi- 
cuoully appear from what follows. 

(1.) The firſt ſcripture: evidence he adduces, is If. xlii, 
21. The Lord is well pleaſed for his righteouſneſs ſake, he will 
magnify the law, and make it honourable, From this remark- 
able paſſage of holy writ, it is evident, that whatever be the . 
demands of law and juſtice upon ſinners, whatever preſta - 
tions mankind are by law obliged to, whether theſe of the WI 
firſt covenant only, as has been proved, or higher demands, WW! 
as is pleaded, but not proved, by our author: I ſay, theſe Wi 
demands, theſe preſtations, Chriſt not only ſatisfied, and Wt! 
ſo implemented the law for his repreſentees ; but he mag- Wh 
nified the law, by yielding to it an obedience ſuperior to 
what it ever ſought: the law was made honourable by the 
legiſlators ſubjection thereto, which is more than ever it 
demanded of man, either as ſtanding or fallen. This text, 
therefore, clearly diſtinguiſhes that righteouſneſs which 
the law required of man, either as ſtanding or fallen, which 
is the preciſe righteouſneſs Chriſt as ſurety undertook, and 
as ſuch performed; from that righteouſneſs which flowed 
from the dignity of Chriſt's obedience, as a magnifying of {War 
the law, and making it honourable. Thus you ſee how s 
unlucky the man has been in his choice, that in all the s. 
Bible he could not have found a text more diametrically Wig 
oppoſite to the point he drives; but, Prov. xxix. 6. In the 
tranſgreſſion of an evil man there is a ſnare. _ 

(2.) He brings in If. xlv. 24. Surely, ſhall one ſay, In 
the Lord have I righteouſneſs, or righteouſneſſes. Now, e, 
ſuppoſe it had been ſaid righteouſneſs in its infinite value, 


which 


TT = 


which is more than the text will bear; yet what would Mr 


x 
a Wl Dalziel make of that? It contains an acknowledgment and 
- & /*claration of the ground of that matchleſs gloriation which 
h ae righteous have in the Lord, as having his righteouſneſs 
te MF ..zputed to them, ſo as to ſcreen them from the dint of law 
of Ml and juſtice, and as having an intereſt in him in all his glo- 
n- WW cious and infinite perfections. This ſcripture, or any other, 
ot Ml vill never patroniſe the abſurdity he maintains. For though 
ts MW righteouſneſs be infinite as in our Lord; yet it is but finite 
ig Was in or to us. | | 
n- (3.) The next ewdence he ſummons up, is Rom. iii. 22. 
i- {MEver the righteouſneſs of God which is by faith of Feſus Chriſt 
into all, and upon all them that believe, The plain ſenſe where- 
ii, {Wot is, that Chriſt's righteouſneſs is imputed to all that be- 
ill lere, and fo put on them as a ſhield, to defend them againſt 
k- all the weapons of law and juſtice. The defence neither is 
he nor needs be more extenſive than the aſſault and attack, 
ta- which is limited by the law-demands. I would give as 
he little ground for cavilling as may be; but I may here tell 
Is, Mhim, if his argument have any force at all, it muſt derive 
it from this righteouſneſs being called ꝙ Gd, and that 


nd therefore it is infinite; but by the ſame method of cavilling, 
g- be may conclude, that the believer's faith is infinite, becauſe 

to it is called faith of Jeſus Chriſt, A Chriſtian's faith, as well 
the {Wes his imputed righteouſneſs, is indeed precious, but by no 


means infinite, 5 
(4.) From 2 Cor. v. 21. he would conclude, that be- 


ich aue our fin is laid upon the ſurety in its full extent and 
ich Witmoſt latitude, therefore his righteouſneſs is alſo imputed 
ind Wo us in its utmoſt extent and infinite value. But no ſuch 
ved hing appears from the text. The truth of the matter is, as 


ar as we were liable to law, fo far became he bound for 
3; and his fulfilling of the law is imputed to us: the law 
the meaſure of the guilt imputed to him, and alſo of the 
ighteouſneſs imputed to us. Either Mr Dalziel 2 al- 
+ low 


In Ar Alexander Hamilton, in his Catechiſm on the covenants, 
OW, t 2. Queſtion 9. & 11. teaches, ** that the elect's debt, 
ue, which Chriſt the ſurety was to pay, was the debt of obe- 
nick | « dience, 


* 
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( 38 ) 
low the law of God to be the uniform meaſure and rule of 
this reciprocal imputation, or he muſt fay it is done with. 
out rule. Away with ſuch nefandous impiety, which 
cannot miſs to iſſue in the perfect aſtoniſhment of im- 
partial obſervers !” 

(F.) A fifth ſcripture he would wreſt to his favours, is 
Rom. v. 19. For as by one man's diſobedience many were made 
finners : fo by the obedience of one, ſhall many be made righ- 
teur. The plain and obvious meaning of which is, that 
as all Adam's poſterity were, by legal guilt imputed to them, 
made ſinners or legally condemned; ſo all Chriſt's ſeed 
ſhall, by Chriſt's fulfilment-of the law imputed to them, be 
made righteous, or legally abſolved and accepted -as righ- 
teous. As there was no ſupralegal guilt imputed to Adam's 
ſeed; ſo there can be no ſupralegal righteouſneſs imputed 
to Chriſt's ſeed, without giving this text the lie, where the 
parallel is inſtituted by the apoſtle between theſe two im- 
putations. Thus we ſee how theſe ſcriptural teſtimonies, 
adduced to prove his point, have pointblank contradiQtel 
his allegation. ' 

XX. Mr Dalziel, in concluding his argument taken © from 
ce the ſtate of juſtification, as it is directly oppoſed to a 
4 ſtate of condemnation,” inſinuates that our title to eter- 
<« nal life is not a whit better, according to this doctrine, 

„ than it would haye been, had the firſt Adam- finiſhed 
his probationary obedience.” Indeed, I muſt tell him, 
that the goodneſs of a title (I do not ſpeak of the thing en- 
titled to) depends on its certainty, ſecurity, and irreverf 
bility ; but now our title is not a whit ſurer: it is indeel 
more glorious, as being impetrated by Chriſt, God-man, and 
imputed to us; but the other tenure, upon implement of 


* dience, and the debt of puniſhment ; the firſt to be paid by 
* his doing, and the laſt by his ſuffering. That the debt of Ml. 
e obedience is tated from the holy and univerſal extent of the 
e precept of the law as a covenant, and the debt of puniſhment. 
e from the threatening of the law, and the juſtice of God eſpou- 
ce fing the quarrel of his broken covenant.” Thus he allows the 
law to be the rule and meaſure of the debt imputed to Chriſt, 
and conſequently of his righteouſneſs imputed to believers. 


the 


( 39 ) 

the condition, was juſt as certain and irreverſible, being 

founded upon the promiſe of him that cannot lie, viz. God's 

romiſe of life in the covenant of works. 

| God hath indeed, in the diſpenſation of the covenant of 
grace, confirmed the title to life by his oath ; but this does 
not at all make the matter more certain than his bare pro- 
miſe, which is immutable, as well as his oath ; it only af- 
fords ſinners additional ground of encouragement to take 
hold of God's covenant, as is elegantly deſcribed, Heb. 
vi. 17. Wherein God willing more abundantly to ſhew unto the 
heirs of promiſe the immutability of his counſel, confirmed it 
by an cath : verſ. 18. That by two immutable things, in which 
it was impoſſible for God to lie, (viz. his word and oath), we 
might have a ſtrong conſolation, This oath does not at all 
make or conſtitute God's counſel and covenant more im- 
mutable in itſelf, it only ſignifies and declares Ged's abun- 
dant willingneſs to ſhew this immutability to us, in order to 
engage us the more to depend thereupon, and to leave no 
room nor pretext for doubting. And thus, though our 
title be herein more glorious, 'more ſolemn ; yet not more 
certain, ſecure, or irreverſible, and in that reſpe& not 
better. 
But again, with reſpect to the thing entitled to, viz. life 
and happineſs; it is certain it was juſt a life in the imme- 


nc {diate enjoyment of God, that was promiſed in the firſt co- 
hetBcrant, a life of perfect felicity and bliſs, and the ſame in 
um Bt: eſſentials with that which the redeemed in heaven ſhall 
en Soſſeſs, however it may differ in accidentals or circumſtan- 
— als, as to the method of procuring, or conveying, or o- 


herways. And here it may be obſerved, that the text John 
, 10, cannot be underſtood of any other life, than that 
ame for ſubſtance which was promiſed in the-firſt cove- 
ant And the having it more abundantly cannot be under- 
ood of any other more abundantly, than that wherein God 
vas willing to ſbew unto the heirs of promiſe the immuta- 
ility of his counſel ; or to make a more ample and expli- 
Wt declaration of himſelf in a promiſſory revelation. Add 
„s the all this, that the text would be rendered more agreeably 
-hriſt the original, That they might have life; and that they 
0 'ght have abundant life, or might abcund iu lite; and ſome 
ver ſions 


the 


640% 
verſions read it ſo. The word in the original is no where 
elſe in our verſion rendered more abundantly ; but where. 
ever the holy penmen meant more abundantly, they cou 
ly uſed another word. 

This doctrine is ſo far from n ſullying and defacing juſtif. 
cation, as he alledges pag. 43. that it plainly demonſtrates 
and holds forth the beautiful proportion, and exact ſym. 
metry of God's procedure therein, in a moſt accurate cor. 
reſpondence to the law of his covenant, than which hes. 
ven and earth may ſooner paſs away. It is very ſtrange, 
that any man that pretends to common ſenſe, ſhould offer 
to draw an argument in favours of Mr Dalziel's doctrine, 
from the ſtate of juſtification as oppoſed to a ſtate of con 
demnation. To be condemned is to be denounced the 
proper ſubject of all law-obligation, whether of the pre- 
cept to obedience, or of the threatening to puniſhment for 
diſobedience, ſo far as reſpects condemnation ; and there. 
fore to be juſtified is to be pronounced tree of ail law-obli-W 
gation, not ſimply, but fo far as reſpects juſtification : or 
in other words, to be condemned is to be deemed a non- | 
performer of the precept, and therefore guilty of the pe 
\ 
t 


nalty ; but to be juſtified, is to be abſolved from the pe 
nalty, and accounted of as a performer of the precept 
Condemnation and juſtification are directly contrary ; and 
every obligation is diſſolved by opponing to the contra. 
A debt of money is diſſolved by payment ;—a debt . 
work by preſtation or performance, according to the wel: 
known maxim in law, Nihil eſt tam naturale, quam eo g 
nere quidque diſſolvi quo colligatum . The ſame ſteps wil: 
lead us out that brought us in. Therefore as tranſgre- 
fion condemns, ſo implement juſtifies, 

XXI. What follows, pag. 43. & /eq. anent the unity and 
uniformity of Chriſt's ſurety-obedience, is juſt as inconclu 
five as what goes before. The uniformity of this obedienc 
conſiſts in-its exact conformity in all reſpects to the law 
charge of a broken covenant. To ſay it is more than! 
conformity to the law, deſtroys its beautiful uniformity, 
makes it disformed and enormous. Remember the diſtinc 
tion between ſurety-righteouſneſs, and law- magnifyin 


A 
righteouſneſs, Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſneſs, * ee 
Ol 


Jept, which though, it required only perfect (not infinite) 
F 
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both active and paſſive obedience, being imputed, is the 


believer's one, uniform robe, which protects him from the 
ſeverity of vengeance, and entitles him to acceptance before 


God. His next following argument, from the ſurety-righ- 


tcouſneſs being not the obedience of the human nature 
« of Chriſt in the abſtract,“ is ſuch a nonſenſical whim, 
that no man in his right wits could have feigned it. Who 
erer heard of the obedience of Chriſt's human nature in 


the abſttact? This is one of his flights, unworthy of 


* any votice. Away, way, with ſuch filly, vain jang- 
e ling!“ | 
Criſs ſurety-righteouſneſs, or the righteouſneſs he 
performed in our ſtead, as our ſurety, was juſt that righ- 
teouſneſs which the law required of us. How often does 
this man oblige me to tell him ſo? If it was any other 
righteouſneſs that he performed than what we were bound 
to, then it conld not be in our ſtead, and conſequently no 
ſurety-righteouſneſs for us: whom then was it for? Such 
abſurdities retorted would make any forehead bluſh but 
ſuch as refuſe to be aſhamed. Theſe abſurdities carry ſuch 
ample refutations in their own boſoms, that it becomes a 


tery diſagreeable taſk to ſpend much time upon them, and 


therefore I haſten toward a cloſe, 

XXII, He, pag. 51. calls in our renowned ſtandards of 
doctrine as aiding him in his pernicious ſcheme ; but for 
all the artifices he uſes, they refuſe to be ſuborned. He 
adduces for evidence the Larger Catechiſm, queſt. 38, viz. 
* Why was it requiſite that the Mediator ſhould: be God.“ 
* It was requiſite that the Mediator ſhould be God, that 


* he might ſuſtain and keep the human nature from ſink- 


ing under the infinite wrath of God, and the power of 


death, give worth and efficacy unto his ſufferings, obe- 


« dience, and interceſſion,” &c. He adds, From this 
grave anſwer—it is evident—that it was requiſite that 
the Mediator ſhould be God, that he might give worth 
and efficacy unto his ſurety-obedience, as well as to his 
* ſufferings.” But, ; : 

I anſwer, that the worth of his ſufferings for us, is ne- 
ceſſarily infinite; but not fo of his obedience to the pre- 


obedience, 


. 
— — — — — 
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| obedience, yet none of Adam's poſterity were able to perf, 
| being now all carnally- minded, and not capable of obeying 
| the law in the leaſt: and in the above-cited anſwer, hi 
ſufferings are expreſsly ſaid to be © under the infinit, 
| « wrath of God;“ but his active obedience is neither here, 
nor any where elſe of our ſtandards, ſaid to be infinite, or 
| to an infinite precept ; nay, they induſtriouſly uſe the tern 
| perfect, in contradiſtinction to infinite, as may be ſeen in 
many places, particularly, Confe/. chap. viii. art. 5. © The 
Lord Jeſus, by his perfect obedience, and facrifice of 
* himſelf, which he through che eternal Spirit once af. 
* fered,” &c. Here, as well as in the 7oth queſt. Larg, 
Cat. which he afterwards cites, the active obedience- of 
Chriſt is of ſet purpoſe called perfect only, while we are let 
underſtand that his paſſive is infinite, being through the 
eternal Spirit. In like manner, chap. vi. art, 7. our guilt 
or debt of puniſhment is deſcribed as infinite, being that 
whereby the ſinner © is bound over to the wrath, of God, 
* and curſe of the law, and ſo made ſubject to death, 
« with all miſeries, ſpiritual, temporal, and eternal ;" 
whereas our debt of obedience is only deſcribed as perfect, 
chap. vii. art. 2. Life was promiſed to Adam, and in 
5 him to his poſterity, upon condition of perfect and per- 
% ſonal obedience.” Thus we ſee how theſe ſtandards, 
which he would make his reader believe to be for his ſide 
of the queſtion, ſpeak induſtriouſly for the contrary. 

I might collect many more paſſages out of theſe excel. 
lent ſummaries of doctrine, all concurring with what is here 
maintained; but this ſingle one ſhall at preſent ſuffice, viz, 

Confeſ. chap. xxvi. art. 3. This communion which the 
« ſaints have with Chriſt, doth not make them in any 
« ways partakers of the ſubſtance of the Godhead, or to 
* be equal with Chriſt in any reſpef ; either of which to at- 
ce firm, is impious and blaſphemous.” From whence I 
dare ſay I may juſtly conclude, that his righteouſneſs is 
not imputed to believers in ſuch reſpects as it is in him, 
viz. in reſpect of its infinite value; for otherwiſe we beho- 
ved to be infinitely righteous, at leaſt by imputation, and 
ſo equal in this reſpect with Chriſt : but this our ſtandards 

_ pronounce impious and blaſphemous, to which we ag 
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His other quotation alſo from the Larger Catechiſm, queſt, 
o. inſtead of making for him, directly cuts the ſinews 


l 

ho if any there were) of his argument; for the imputed obe- 
un ience is there only called perfeF. 

re XXIII. Reader, before I have done with his fecond 


ection, I muſt give you another taſte of his diſingenuity 
nd perverſe prevarication, pag. 5 1. He ſays, We are 
* expreſsly taught in his,” Mr Brown's © Catechiſm, pag. 
© 169. that [a finite perſon might have been our ſurety].” 


off his propoſition, 4 finite perſon might have been our ſurety, 
of. Ne gives out as a quotation from the 169th page of Mr 
ro {Wpcown's Catechiſm, as is evident, both from his marks of 


uotation, and from his ſaying we are expreſsly taught ſo 
letMicre. In all that page there is no ſuch thing, but the 
theMontrary to be found; and it appears he was appriſed here- 
ult t, and that his conſcience had checked him, for ſo groſs 
nat calumny ; and therefore he adds this qualification, viz. 
© abſtrafting from an infinite ſatigfaction. This leads us 
o the particular place of the page, from which he would 
fer, or upon which he would palm his fo groſs a falſe- 
ood, After Mr Brown has in that page taught, that © the 
law demands from us no more than perfe&, finite obe- 
er- dience;” and that though Chriſt did perform an 
1s, MW infinitely valuable active obedience,” yet © that pro- 
de MW ceeded from the infinite dignity of his perſon, and not 
from his ſurety-engagement.” He then propoſes this 
veſtion, .** Why then might not a N perſon been ſurety? 
* Becauſe he could not have given infinite ſatiſ- 
action.“ 


2. 
he Here the judicious with half a glance will ſee there is 
ny Wo ground for fathering ſuch a doctrine on Mr Brown; for 


to {Were he not only maintains the contrary, viz. that a finite 
H. Nerſon could net be ſurety, but he aſſigns a good reaſon for 
I namely, that a finite perſon could not have given infinite 
is Nisfaction; and this is the very ſame with the firſt reaſon 
n, Wigned in the Larger Catechiſm, queſt. 38. why the Me- 
os Nator ſhould be God, viz. to keep the human nature 
d IF from ſinking under the infinite wrath of God.” A finite 
is fon could not keep the human nature from ſinking un- 
e. Ir that infinite load, —could not give infinite ſatisfaction. 
is 2D a7 Thus, 


— 


at our valuable ſtandards, rather as let Mr Brown get off 


one good reaſon, and only one, for which a finite pero 
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Thus, reader, you ſee how this man, being ſo maliciouſly 
mad againſt Mr Brown, and his doctrine, will reach a bloy 


ſcot-free. | 

But further, even the propoſition as qualified by Mr 
Dalziel, though this be far from the full of what he would 
wake his reader believe Mr Brown teaches, having, as ſaid 
is, inſerted the propoſition, unqualified, as a quotation, and 
added the qualification as his own, which they indeed both 
are: I ſay the propuition, even as thus qualiued, & a mol 
diſingenuous impoſition upon, and groſs miſreprcſentation 
of Mr Brown's doctrine. Why, becauſe Mr Brown adduce 


cannot be ſurety, muſt he be ſuppoſed to deny all othe 
reaſons? No verily : from his not enumerating all the res 
ſons, to his denying all, not enumerated, is but one of o 
author's conſequences, of a ſand- rope coherence, upo 
which the current title is non valet. I dare ſay, neither hy 
nor any mere man, nor even the Weſtminſter aſſembly, 
collection of able and ſound divines; are able, in anſwer t 
that forementioned 38th queſtion of the Larger Catechiſn 
to enumerate particularly, all the reaſons for which it v 
requiſite that the Mediator ſhould be God, in reſpect tha 
this myſtery is not thoroughly underſtood : but what then! 
Why, according to Mr Dalziel, they muſt all be condemned 
as denying the validity of all the reaſons they either han 
not, or cannot enumerate. Tuſh ! away with ſuch f 
ſophiſtry, ill-becoming any man, far more one who be: 
— .,, 57 5:8: 
The truth is, the ſcope and deſign of Mr Brown's Ca 
ehiſm being, as its title-page bears, An help for the igt 
rant, — the young ones of his own congregation, it would hat 
been ridiculous in him, to have amaſſed and accumulate 
all, and every thing that might have been ſaid by way 
anſwer to every queſtion ; it was his buſineſs to ſingle ol 
and ſubjoin to a queſtion, a few of the moſt leading a 
evident truths, by way of anſwer : accofdingly. he has el 
gantly proceeded, in anſwer to the queſtion under conl 
deration, from which Mr Dalziel has in vain laboured 
hard to extort his own fancical concluſion, which, . 
CT ; . ; ; eq 
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equal force, would ſtrike againſt, not only himſelf, but our 
approved ſtandards, and every other human compoſure on 
that ſubject, | . | 

XXIV. Reader, give me leaye, before 1 finiſh my ani- 
madverſions upon his ſecond ſection, to add, that havin 
already hinted, that though the precept of the broken law 
required only perfect, not infinite obedience ; yet none of 
Adam's ſeed were able to perform this obędience, by rea- 
ſon they had all loſt the power of doing good, and were 
only capable of doing evil; therefore it was neceſſary that 
Chriſt, God-man, Mediator, ſhould be ſurety for them, by 
anſwering the precept as well as the penalty. And therefore 
the Weſtminſter divines, very juftly, in anſwer to the goth 
queſtion Larger Catechiſm, ſay, © It was requiſite that the 
« Mediator, who was to reconcile God and man, ſhould 
% himſelf be both God and man, and this in one perſon 
*« that the proper works of each nature might be accepted 
« of God for us, and relied on by us, as the works of the 
© whole perſon.” This ſound and ſolid anſwer evidently 
declares, that Chriſt, God-man and Mediator, was a perſon 
fitly qualified for performing all ſuch works for us, as the 
law of God, in its utmoſt demands, could require from us; 
which works might be accepted of God for us, and re- 
lied on by us, as the works of the whole perſon,” God- 
man, our ſurety : but not a mum of either Chriſt's per- 
forming for us, God's accepting of, or our relying on 
an active obedience, in its infinite value; theſe being quite 
extraneous, in the judgment of- theſe learned divines, to 
our ſtate, the law-demands, or the commenſurate ſurety- 
undertakings; as is clearly evident, from their method of 
expreſſion at all times, when ſpeaking on the ſubject of 
Chriſt's active obedience, as our ſurety, which they al- 
ways call perfect, as they particularly do, in that 7oth que- 
ſtion of the Larger Catechiſm, which our author ſtrives, 
in vain, to bring over to his ſide: but I ſhall once more 
for all tell him, that they never call this obedience infi- 
nite ; nor do they ever give the readers the leaſt ground to 
believe they underſtood it to be ſuch, but the contrary, as 
has been already evinced. 

He muſt therefore now betake himſelf to ſome other 

bs * . . | & = * p quarter 


2 
( 46 ) 
quarter for witneſſes, to ſupport his wretched cauſe, than 
either ſcripture, reaſon, or our excellent ſtandards ; yet he 
may alſo herein fave his pains, for though he may perhaps 
cite * knights of the poſt, every judicious reader will, by 
this time, be ready to grant againſt him, decreet of circum- 
duction, for not proving. I now proceed to his third and 
laſt ſection. „ | 
XXV. Our author began his ſecond ſection, with “ has 
* ving thus briefly exploded the ſophiſtical cavils, &c. ;” 
and now comes in like manner to introduce his third 
ſection, with © having thus evinced the credibility, &c. and 
* having found, &c.” This manner of ſtile does not at all 
affect the cauſe under diſpute; nor do I take notice of it 
for any other reaſon, than to be an antidote to the peſti- 
lentious diſeaſe he pretends to have obſerved in the que- 
ſtions he offers to anſwer, as it may well be, when, in 
e the mean time, the intelligent and judicious reader will 
* eaſily obſerve, that the peculiar mannef of” introducing 
his ſections is miſerably tarniſhed with the running plague 
* of” habeotiſm, © with triumphant and poſitive airs : but 
te as the king of Iſrael anſwered and ſaid to the meſſengers 
& from Benhadad king of Syria, Tell him, let not him that 
* pirdeth' en his harneſs baaſt himſelf, as he that putteth it 
„ off, 1 Kings xx. 11.“ | ons 
In all Mr Brown's Diſſertation, it is evident, he writes 
with ſo ſubmiſſive and modeſt a deport, as is becoming a 
truly humble Chriſtian, diffident of his own ſtrength ; but 
for this man, any by-ſtander may perceive ſuch * and 
preſumptuous airs, in the whole of his dogmatical rhapſody, 
as could ſcarcely be equalled by the moſt bigotted biſhop, or 
the moſt petulant pontiff that ever filled Rome's chair, But 
to return. | 
- XXVI. He ſays, pag. 58. I cannot but think it would 
4 be new ſtile, if not a flagrant impropriety, to add the 
« word finite to perfect obedience, as if it ſhould run, the 
* condition of the covenant of works was perfect finite obe- 
« dience ; for as the ſubje& was but a mere creature, who 
had not as yet committed iniquity, which is an infinite 


* Whom he may hire, to ſwear what he pleaſes, 9 
| &« evil; 


0 
er evil; ſo the law as the rule of his covenant-obediencey 
« could demand no other obedience from him ;” and he adds, 
that © the dialect in our Shorter Catechiſm is not upon con» 
« dition of perfect FINITE obedience ; this would have been an 
' improper, at leaſt a ſuperfluous addition; the ſubject 
being finite, and his ſtate innocent.” Here he might be 
aſked, If it be improper, at leaſt ſuperfluous, to call God 
infinite, ſeeing the ſubject is infinite, and his being eternal 
and unchangeable ? as in the anſwer to the 4th queſtion of 
the Shorter Catechiſm. His adding, the fubjef being 
finite,“ as a reaſon of its being improper or ſuperfluous 


it improper to call it finite. Fine logic indeed! But however 
that be, Mr Brown had need to meaſure his ſteps of ſtile 
rery warily, otherwiſe he muſt pay the kain ; nay, as in 
other caſes, rather as he be paſſed, the Weſtminſter divines 
muſt get a by-ſkelp; for in the. Larger Catechiſm, queſt. 
g Wo. they uſe © upon condition of perſonal, perfect, and 
e W* perpetual obedience,” Our author muſt ſay, theſe are 
zmproper, at leaſt ſuperfluous additions; the ſubject being 
xrſonal and perpetual, and his ſtate innocent. And Confeſ. 
hap. 7. art. 2, they uſe perfect and perſonal obedience z 
urely by perſonal, they do not mean infinite; therefore they 
mean perfect, finite obedience. Although he admits that 
his obedience is but finite, yet he brands the calling it ſo, 
ith the ſtigma of impropriety, at leaſt ſuperfluity. Reader, 
yon may eaſily obſerve the ſtrange perverſeneſs of this man, 


1d he will not allow Mr Brown to call things by the 
y, Wanes they uſually bear, and are beſt known by. But 
or {Wuough of this formerly. | 

ut As to what he further alledges, of there being no foun- 


lation for the query, he has propoſed, as the firſt from Mr 
rown ; it may be ſoon and caſily anſwered, that he and 
lis partizans aſſerting, that the law required an active obe- 
lience of infinite value, from ſinners, and from Chriſt as 
heir ſurety, is ſufficient foundation for making the que- 
lon, not only as he has quoted it; but alſo to put, as 


te Wir Brown does, theſe further interrogatories, © How can 
it conſiſt with the goodneſs, equity, and wiſdom of God, 

o impoſe infinitely impoſſible conditions upon innocent. 

il; 8 * per ſons ? 


to call it finite, is juſt, in other words, Becauſe it is finite, it 
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r perſons ?—Is fiot the ſuppoſal of any ſuch thing horrid 
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« and impious ?” ; 
XXVII. He again, pag. 59. cites another quety from 
Mr Brown, viz. Did not the ſecond Adam enter into the 
© law-room and ſtead of his elect, as ſtanding where. the 
„ firſt Adam had left them, i. e. as ſubjected to the ori. 
«« ginal demand of the precept, and moreover lying under 
© the penalty of the covenant of works?“ This, he owns, 
has the face of orthodoxy but, fays he, © what then! 
© The queſtion is, In what ſtate and condition were they 
« left?” It may be briefly anſwered, in terms of the que- 
ſtion, preciſely © where the firſt Adam had left them, i. e, 
« as ſubjected to the original demand of the precept, and 
4% moreover lying under the penalty of the covenant of 
& works.” If he can find out any other ſtate and condi- 
tion wherein they were left, than under the precept and 
alty of the covenant of works, he ſhall from thence 
forth- be dignified with the illuſtrious title of Maghut 
Apollo, or wife Tom i'the town-end. Yea, but to attain 
this honourable deſignation, he labours hard, ut pro ari 
et forts, telling us of a forfeiture and mortgage; but 
it is not his buſineſs (any more than of patallel lines) tg 
underſtand the proper notion or uſe of theſe terms, whict 
are alſo far from being ſynonymous, I ſhall at preſent 
— his catachreſis of them, as a ſufficient reproof . 
itfelf, 

But yea again, he will not give up with the prize f 
eaſily, and therefore ſays, © But to render the cafe . 
* more evident, as to their dreadful loſs and miſery, 
« the fall, let it be obſerved, that by breach of covenat 
ce they were not only ſubjected to the laſh of the pet 
% ſanction, but /kewi/e incurred a moſt dreadful forfeitur 
ce even a forfeiture of life.” This ſplit-new diſtincti 
between the laſh of penal ſanction and forfeiture is ſuch od 
jargon, in reference to the covenant of works, that ot 
would be apt to imagine, he rather intended a burleſquif 
than any thing ſerious : but, if indeed he mean otherwil” 
I ſhall inform him, that no forfeiture whatever can be . 
curred, but by becoming ſubject to the laſh of penal ſau 
tion: every forfeiture is a laſh of penal — 
violatid 


1 
jolation of the precept ſubjects to penal ſanction, and it is 


-bel : ſo, upon the whole, every forfeiture is, by law, a 
xcnalty, and nothing elſe. oe 


the Notwithſtanding all this, he perſiſts to ſtrive ſtrenuouſly 
ori- r his darling tenet; and in order to gain his point, he 
nder Wdvances another abſurd doctrine, as a reaſon of the for- 
wns, Wer, viz. (/ays he), © For while man was in honour, he 
en! bad a good title unto the privileges of the covenant, to 
they all that protection, friendſhip, and favour which God 

had engaged to beſtow.” —What he here means, by man 


honour, muſt be man in his antelapſed eſtate, which was 


and hat of a viator, for he never arrived to that of a compre- 
t ot %. And here it may be worth while to advert to the 
ndi-{votold tenure by which he held that eſtate, de Deo, 


1 | 

Firſt, Man, as he was created, and had immediately 
ropped from the finger of God, had no legal ſecurity for 
is continuance in this primeval ſtate; for God might have 
anſmuted (though perhaps not annihilated) him, without 
fringing any of his attributes, or infinite perfections; 

d that though he had even continued in perfect obedience 

d his Maker; for being ine federe, or uncovenanted, 

e held his eſtate, nay, his very mode of exiſtence or being 
an, merely at the ſovereiga will and good pleaſure of his 

reator : and thus his tenure was merely optional, and ab- 


re {RF utc! y diſcretionary, | | 
- if Secondly, But when God entered into covenant with 
a, he did not only give him conditional ſecurity, for 


is continuing ſo long as was proper in that eſtate; but 
at thereafter he ſhould enter into a better and more glo- 
ous, even the eſtate of comprehenſores, conſiſting in the im- 
late viſion and beatific fruition of God for ever. More- 
er, God did, beſides the thus perpetuating man's exiſt- 
ce, cum federe, or by covenant, ſuperadd a diſpoſition, - 
his favours, to eternal happineſs, in a kind of emphyteu- 
upon the reddends of perfect obedience. Thus his te- 
Ire, which was formerly ambulatory, became now hypo- 
tically fixed; and by a ſomewhat ſimili-fendal, and 


exe G properly 


llenarly penal ſanction that can entail forfeiture upon the 


tion as before; and the penalty incurred was an addition to. ! 


Bp Im Y 


properly federal tenure, his eſtate became permanent up, 
performance of the condition. | 

By the firſt precarious tenure, ſine federe, he could u 
have any title at all to eternal happineſs, far leſs © a pol 
title.“ And the condition of the ſecond tenure; cu 
fedevre, being not at all performed, it could never found 
ny title “, far leſs © a good title to all that proteCtion 
** friendſhip, and favour which God had engaged to 
* ſtow.” That title was to be acquired by his conti 
nuance in a courſe of perfect obedience. In ſhort, as n 
in his antelapſed eſtate never performed the condition d 
the covenant, he never was entitled to the reward. Hene 
it is evident, that our author aſſerts an egregious falſehoot 
when he ſays, he had a good title unto the privilegy 
* of the covenant, to all that God had engaged to be 
*-ſtow.” But though this had been true, it could not han 
given him the ſmalleſt degree of aſſiſtance, to find out ar 
other ſtate, wherein the ele& could be left by the firſt A 
dam, or taken up by the ſecond, than a ſtate of ſubjeCtia 
** to the original demand of the precept, and moreover hy: 
* ing under the penalty of the covenant of works.” Ty 
what purpoſe then is all his hard labour to lay them us 
der higher terms, than theſe of precept and penalty ? 

It is certain, they were originally under the precept; 
and by their fall they became obnoxious to puniſhment, 
which is comprehenſive not only of the good whereof the 
were deprived, but of the evil inflicted upon them; and 
therefore it is an ignorant, fooliſh diſtinction he woll 
make, between penal ſanction and forfeiture. They ne 
ver were relaxed from their obligation to perform the pre- 
cept ; but were moreover ſubjected to the penalty, viz. to 
the loſs of communion with God, under his wrath and 
curſe, liable to all miſery, even death and hell. This 1 
the very ſtate and condition wherein the ſecond Adam 
found them. The precept remained the ſame after viola- 


the former terms, ſo that more became requiſite of man 
than obedience to the precept, even ſubjection to the pe- 


* Sce the marginal note to NO XVI, 


naky: 
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alty : but theſe two, precept and penalty, are comprehen - 
ve of all the terms requiſite of man. | 

Further, either Mr Dalziel muſt be very ignorant, or 
xry perverſe, if not both, that thinks obedience to the 
receptive part of the broken covenant, he means a ſurety- 
obedience of an infinite value, (pag. 60.), can be effec- 
tual to recover, to reſtore the forfeited title, to the broken, 
to the inſolvent debtor, to the full reparation of the ho- 
nour of the law and Lawgiver. Does he not know, that 
any obedience, even an infinitely valuable obedience (if 
were poſlible to be adhibited) to the precept of the law, 
ad have accompliſhed theſe ends, then there had been 
need of Chriſt's paſſive obedience, ſufferings and death? 
hriſt's death was for repairing the honour of the law and 
wgiver, and for procuring abſolution to the broken 
d inſolvent debtor ; but if an active obedience, even of 
finite value, could have accompliſhed theſe ends, then 
riſt had died in vain. * It is impoſlible to underſtand” 
w any * obedience to the preceptive part of the broken 
covenant could be effectual to recover, to reſtore the 
forfeited title, to the broken, to the inſolvent debtor, 
to the full reparation of the law and Lawgiver,” even 
ough it were a {urety-obedience of infinite value:“ for 
re is no Congruity or fitneſs in preceptive obedience, to 
ſwer penal demands, more than in gold and ſilver, to an- 


, er the demands of hunger and drought. What would 
l a man at the point of death, to preſent him with 
of gold and filver ? nay, immenſe treaſures thereof 


ld not fatisfy his need: what congruity is there between 
eg and a ſcorpion ? Luke xi, 12. Juſt ſo here, the ef- 
icy of the means to accompliſh the ends, depends upon 
ir congruity and ſuitability. It is certain that an infi- 
value redounds from the active obedience of Chriſt, 
he obedience he performed to the preceptive part of the 
am en covenant; but this has no congruity or ſuitability 
te penal demands of the broken covenant. There can 
ore no adequate application of this active obedien 
infinite value; otherwiſe it could not fail to accompliſh 
pe- ite ends, and of conſequence thoſe ends foremention- 


And the reaſon why, this obedience cannot have an 


G 2 adequate, 
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this infinitely valuable obedience could not fail to acce 
pliſh' theſe forementioned ends; for infinite value will 


(52 ) 
adequate, that is, an infinite application, is, becauſe t 
law-precept required only, and can admit only a perfect, ng 
infinite obedience from man. And this, by the by, m 
ſerve to ſhew how it is not infinitely impoſlible, nay, 1 
at all impoſſible, for the great ſurety to perform the col 
tion of perfect obedience required, becauſe there is but 
finite application of his obedience to man. Though th 
whole ſea were poured into a ſmall veſſel, yet the ve 
ſel would only admit and retain a perfect fulneſs. Mon 
over, it is but a piece of his uſual prevarication, to! 
ledge, that Mr Brown confounds the claims of a brok: 
law with the original demand of the law-precept, as 
does pag. 61. Mr Brown never advances any thing 
has the leaſt tendency this way, but all along keeps the 
diſtinct, making this a part of that. 
Here it may be argued, that an-adequate application 


ways purchaſe and procure infinite value, when adequa 


ly applied. And had ſuch an adequate application be 


poſſi ble, according to the ſyſtem of God's covenant, 
would have in fact obtained: for thereby the death 
Chriſt, and all his paſſive obedience, would have been 
perſeded. But as the death of Chriſt is not ſuperſet 
nor any ſuch application has in fact obtained; therefor 
is not poſſible that the law-precept can admit, far leſs 
quire ſuch infinite obedience. Then, How could Ch 
« as ſurety engage or pay debt, which the elect 1 
« did, never could owe to the law or juſtice of Gai 
« How can the righteouſneſs of Chriſt be imputed in} 
* in any other form, proportion, value, or view, that 
« it is a ſurety-righteouſneſs ? How can his active“ 
« dience be imputed in law, in a degree of-value infini 
% above what the law ever did or could demand of thel 
6« ner? 

XXVII. Again, our author, pag. 61. quotes anob 

ueſtion from Mr Brown, viz. © If believers have 
active obedience of Chriſt imputed to them in its ini 
value, is it not plain, that they muſt neceſſarily be 


counted in law as infinitely comely, infinitely wol 
rh * infiol 


| 9 
« jnfinitely holy, and infinitely righteons ?” In anſwers 
ing this queſtion, he tells us, that © it is ſo far from being 
plain, that the inference is abſolutely inconcluſive ;” 
and, juggler-like, goes on to tell us, (1.) That it is not 
the eſſential righteouſneſs'of the Son of God that is impu- 
ted. (2.) That the ſurety-righteouſnefs is not transfuſed 
into us. (3.) That it is ſaid to be upon all them that be- 
lieve, and they are ſaid to be made the righteouſneſs of 
God in him. (4.) That Chriſt, by guilt imputed, wy as 
well be ſaid to be infinitely guilty. (5.) That becauſe of 
Chriſt's hypoſtatical union, the two natures may as well 
be ſaid to be no more diſtin&t. But all theſe preſtigiations 
cannot avail him ; for here we are diſputing about the im- 
utation of Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſneſs, not about infu- 
ſion of God's eſſential righteouſneſs, as he wickedly or ig- 
norantly confounds. 
It is certain, that, by the imputation of a righteouſneſs, 
one is accounted in law to be ſuch as he would have really 
been, had he performed that righteouſneſs himſelf ; this is 
the very eſſence of imputation. Therefore, if a righteouſ- 
neſs of infinite value be imputed, the imputees are account- 
ed of às ſuch who have performed that righteouſneſs of 
infinite value, that is, as infinitely righteous. And Chriſt, 
by the imputation of ſin, is conſtituted in law an infinite 
legal ſinner ; though he is really, perſonally, and inhe- 
rently holy, harmleſs, undefiled, and ſeparate from ſinners. 
And, according to this imputation of infinite guilt, he is 
made to bear an infinite puniſhment, which had been in- 
conſiſtent, had he not been looked on in law as an infinite 
ſinner, This is elegantly and nobly deſcribed by the pro- 
phet Iſaiah, in the 53d chapter.—ln imputation, the re muſt - 
always be a vicarious conveyance in law of the thing im- 
puted ; otherwiſe there is no imputation at all. In the 
matter of imputation, it does not concern the law that the 
imputee ſhonld have performed, in perſon, the thing Impu- - 
ted; this ſuppoſed would deſtroy the nature of imputation 
altogether. If we are not to be accounted of, as having done, 
or been, ſomething, by proxy, which we never did, or was, 
in perſon, there can be no imputation : but if there be im- 
| putation, 


54) ö 
putation, we may, and muſt be accounted of as ſuch who 
have done or been the thing imputed to us. | 

Moreover, it argues a notorious want of judgment or 
candour in him, to place the native and neceſſary reſult of 
imputation upon the fictitious and falſe bottom of infuſion, 
as he does when he tells us, pag. 63. that the ſtrained 
* conſequence in the query can only be the native reſult 
of his internal cauſe of juſtification ; which, according 
* to him,” (Mr Brown, he means), © is Chriſt's ſurety- 
*« righteouſneſs within the perſon, as muſt be the language 
** of an internal cauſe.” Reader, I have already ſaid e- 
' nough, to make him aſhamed, on this head of an internal 
cauſe, No XIII. &c. ; where it is ſhewn how he miſerably 
miſunderſtands Mr Brown's words, and wreſts from them 
a nonſenfical notion which they nowiſe bear, that righ- 
teouſneſs is an internal cauſe of the perſon, inſtead of an in- 
ternal cauſe of juſtification.” I ſhall now only add, that it 
maketh no odds, to the juſtifying of a perſon, whether the - 
juſtifying righteouſneſs be within, or upon the perſon, i. e. 
whether it be inherent or imputed; for the. conſequence of 
being juſtified, according to the extent of the righteouſ- 
neſs, follows as well, in law-ſenſe, from imputation as from 
inherence: for nothing to prevent righteouſneſs, its re- 
dounding to the perſon's account, can ariſe from imputa- 
tion, more than from inheſion; nay, rather not ſo much; 
for juſtification neceſſarily and formally reſults from impu- 
tation of righteouſneſs, but not ſo from its in heſion. 

Further, what he ſays, pag. 64. of the conſequence of 
the believer's being infinitely righteous, following from 
the imputation of Chriſt's paſſive obedience in its infinite 
value, has been already ſo often diſproved, and rendered ſo 
trite and barefaced a falſehood, that he may think ſhame, 
ſo much as ever to look it in the face again, far more to 
continue an abettor thereof. Can jargon and inconſiſt- 
* ency have any propriety in this place?“ 

XXIX, He proceeds to a fourth queſtion, which ſeems 
to be one of his own framing, viz. © If Chriſt's ſurety- 
* obedience to the preceptive part of the law is imputed 
* to believers in its infinite value, are not believers in 


ce law-reckoning as righteous as Chriſt ?” In anſwer to 
i which 


- 
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which he tells us, that * this is the very conſequence which 
« is managed by the patrons of the Papal hierarchy againſt 
« the imputation of Chriſt's righteouſneſs altogether.” 
But I here challenge him to produce any of the anti-papal, 
orthodox diſputants, that ever maintained the antecedent, 
ſo as to give theſe Papal patrons an opportunity of making 
ſuch a conſequence. Our Proteſtant writers do indeed, in 
oppoſition to Papiſts, maintain the imputation of Chriſt's 
very righteouſneſs, in all the reſpects wherein it is neceſſary 
to juſtification ; but none of them plead at all for its infi- 
nite value in imputation. That would indeed give Papiſts 
ſuch a handle, that there could be no eviting the conſe- 
quence of being made as righteous in law as Chriſt, 

He adds, pag. 65. It will readily be granted, that be- 
« lievers, in law-reckoning, are not as righteous as Chriſt 
% quoad modum.” Is not this a ſurrender of the whole 
cauſe ? Believers qre finitely righteous ; but Chriſt is infi- 
nirely righteous, But he diſtinguiſhes this msdum thus, 
that this righteouſneſs is in Chriſt inherently, and in be- 
lievers only by way of- imputation. But I may once more 
tell him, that in law-reckoning it mattereth not, whether 
the righteouſneſs be inheſive, or imputative; for this ju- 
ſtifies in all law-reſpects as well as that; otherwiſe belie- 
vers muſt be in a ſorry plight, that have no righteouſneſs 
but an imputative, to ſcreen them from law and juſtice and 
God's wrath. And I ſhall once more tell him, that ſuch as 
s the righteouſneſs imputed, ſuch alſo is the righteouſneſs 
of the imputees, and fo righteous are they, to wit, by im- 
putation. This is as plain as that light illuminates, fire 
burns. Righteouſneſs makes righteous; and ſuch a righte- 
ouſneſs makes fo righteous ; an infinite righteouſneſs makes 
infinitely righteous ; according to that well-known rule in 
metaphyſics, Operatio rei conſequitur eſſe rei, As a thing is, 
ſo does it work, always ſuitably to itſelf : and he that de- 
nies it, will not be ſtraitened, if it only ſtrike his fancy, 
to aſſert that three times ſeven is thirteen, and no more. 

In pag. 65. he alſo tells us, that, in law-verdi&t and. 
** eſtimation, our Lord Jeſus is righteous as the Son of 
* God in our nature,—as the one only Mediator betwixt 
* God and man ; wherefore believers are not in law-rec- 

| ** koning, 
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t koning, in this ſenſe, righteous.” I anſwer, that It is 


as the Son of God in our nature that his righteouſneſs is 
of infinite value; but if the righteouſneſs of the Son of 
God in its infinite value be imputed to believers, it is mu- 
tilating and dividing doctrine with a witneſs, to ſecrete and 
ſeparate its effect from it, namely, the making the imputees 
infinitely righteous, Seeing therefore he refuſes that the 
imputees are made infinitely righteous, he muſt deny the 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt to be imputed in its infinite value; 
and this is a giving up the whole cauſe: the way we are 
therefore to underſtand his diſtinction of righteous qu, 
modum and quoad veritatem mult be thus, that believers are 
finitely righteous, but Chriſt infinitely ; and thus, 

(5 the modyſes of their being rightequs, i. e, of their 
righteouſneſſes, do differ, as -finite and infinite, 


while they are both truly righteous, or both righteous 


guoad veritatem. | 
As to the text, 1 John iii. 7. He that deth righteouſneſs, 


is righteous, even as he is righteous ; it is to be underſtood 
in a parallel ſenſe with John xvii. 26. Thou haſt loved them, 
as thou haſt loved me ; that the love wherewith thou haſt loved 
me, may be in them; and with verſ. 22. The glory which thou 


aveſt me, I have given them. Here orthodox divines have 


applied the diſtinctions, quaad modum et quoad veritatem, 
guoad gradum et quoad ſpeciem ; but they never admit ſuch 
an abſurdity, as that believers and Chriſt are equally lovely, 
equally glorious, but always give him the pre-eminence, 
guoad quantitatem. r | 

XXX. As to the fifth queſtion, pag. 68. anent the diſ- 
tinction of finite and infinite values in the active and paſſive 
obedience ; I have already proved it to be according to the 


law of God, and therefore need ſay little more of it here; 


only, the uniformity of the law's demands is not to be ſet- 


tled by his vain caprice, but by the rules the Lawgiver has 


given thereanent. And all the looſe rhapſody he throws 
out, in his pretcnded anſwer to this query, is but beatin 
the air; as it is eſpecially in that he alledges it was — 
ſible for Chriſt to give a perfect obedience of a finite value. 
This is a downright contradiction to the expreſs declaration 
eur Lord mad? to John Baptiſt, Matth. id. 15. A he 
. ays 


\ £ 
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ſays of himſelf, I becometh us to frifil all righteouſneſs ; and 
he elſewhere tells us, he came not to deſtroy the law, but to 
fulfil it. No wonder that he contradi&t and calumniate 
Mr Brown “, when he can take the freedom to give the 
lie flatly to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, and vilipend 
him ſo egregiouſly, as to talk of an obedience which © was 


„ impoſſible for him to give, viz, a perfect obedience of 
« finite value,” pag. 7oth at the bottom. I appeal to 


whether ſuch nefandous contumely, ſuch egregious blaſ- 
phemy, againſt the Lord Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, be not intol- 
lerable to their ears, and.enough to cauſe their hair ſtand 
on- end! 


Obflupui, fleteruntque come, et vox faucibus hafit! . 
It is certain that an infinite obedience is always compre- 
henſive of a finite, as the greater of the leſſer; therefore 
o obedience is impoſſible to Chriſt. This is ſetting limits 
upon the holy One, who cannot be ſearched out unto per- 


ws _»% RA Ah... „ I. 


fection; whoſe power and perfection knows no bounds, 


7 neither ad fupra nor ad inſra. It is alſo a piece of the moſt 
impudent audacity to obtrude upon the world, as a doctrine 
” Wl taught by Mr Brown, © that a finite perſon might have 
(been our ſurety, abſtracting from an infinite ſatisfaction;ꝰ 
4 and others of the like nature. But this has already been 


fully diſproved. He herein agrees exactly with that per- 


»In the preface to his ſermon, Chrift in the believer's arms, 
* who frame principles or errors out of their own diſturb- 


'- «<4 fancy, and then fall to the confutation of them, as if 
g < they were the principles of the men they level againſt, 
" * while they only palm their own fictions upon them, and 
thus beat a man of ſtraw, the creatures of their own 


MM © imagination.” 


6 Matth. x. 24. The diſciple is not above his maſter, nor 

8 the ſervant above his lord. 25. It is enough for the diſciple 
that he be as his maſter, and the ſervant as his lord: if they 

e. have called the maſter of the houſe Bee/zebub, how much more 

N WM hall they call them of his houſchold.? 

ne H XXXI. Any 


every tender Chriſtian, nay, to every ſound philoſopher, 


„verie pack deſcribed by the worthy Mr Ebenezer Erfkine, 
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XXXI. Any thing he produces, in his pretended an. 
ſwers to the following queſtions, from pag. 72. to pag. 
80. being nothing but crambe recocta, nay /#pe-cofta, many 
times brought over and over, deſerves little notice; and 
therefore I ſhall only ſay a few things in relation therets, 
And, | Ne 
(1.) Though it be here denied, that the active obedience 
of Chriſt is imputed to believers in its infinite value; yet 
it is acknowledged to be imputed in all theſe reſpects il 
wherein it is an obedience in their ſtead, a fulfilling of the 
law-demands upon them, and in all reſpects wherein it is 
neceſſary to their juſtification before God, both as an ab- 
ſolution from the law-charge of guilt, and as an acceptation MW ! 
of their perſons as righteous, and a foundation for claiming 
the inheritance of eternal life and falvation. [ 
(..) Though it be not imputed in its infinite value, nor 
an infinite active obedience be required by the broken co- i © 
venant ; yet this is no confounding of the demands of the i ii 
E 


| 
; 
| 
| 
' 
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broken covenant, with the demands of the-law-covenant as 
ſtanding, or as the rule of the firſt Adam's obedience ; for 
the firſt Adam's obedience, as ſtanding, was only obedience 
to the precept, which is here called active, but by the 
fall, he became obnoxious to the penalty, and this is Ha. 
called paſſive obedience : theſe two are not confounded, in 
_ diſtinguiſhed, though not ſeparated, as he vainly al- th 
edges. m 

6. Though it be maintained, that the active obedience all 

is only imputed, in all theſe reſpects wherein the law re- Nui 
quires; yet it is aſſerted, that it was neceſſary that the Me- Wa 
diator ſhould be God, to give worth and efficacy to his obe: Nad. 
dience; for none of Adam's lapſed poſterity could. give Han 
perfect, though finite obedience, being all dead in treſpaſſe: to 
and fins, and ſo incapable to anſwer theſe perfect demands Nh 
of the law, though finite with reſpect to the precept. Thus, un 
as none other could do it but Chriſt, God-man, it was re- 


quiſit he ſhould do it. . per, dur 
y (4.) Though it be not imputed in its infinite value, yet Were: 
. being imputed as a perfect ſolution of all law- exactions, it Nef 
1 s a foundation in law for claiming all the rights, privileges, f 
U and immunities of the ſons of God. lefe 
| 5 | (F.) Since a 


* 
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(J.) Since it is a full anſwer to all the demands of law 
and juſtice, it can no way impede or impair the believer's 
joy and conſolation, that it is not more than law requires, 
or that it is not ſo extenſive as infinity. It can be no 
remora to the believer's happineſs that he is created, that 
he is not God, that he is not infinite: nay, it was an itch- 
ing after this, that introduced all man's miſery. Te ball 
be as gods, was the bait Satan uſed in deceiving them. 

(6.) As it is a truth held forth in the ſacred oracles, 
ſhining with conſpicuous evidence in divine revelation, it 
may well be called the good old way, and the calling it ſo 
need not be ſneered or ſnarled at. 3 

(7. ) As it is the good old way, fo it is the track beaten 
by the orthodox, ag is evident from the numbers that are 
already quoted, both by Mr Brown and here, and many 
others, that might be produced, agreeing thereto, —nay, 
ſtrenuouſly proving and confirming the truth thereof.— 
Howbeit, “ it is of no great weight to any opinion, who 
* they are that received it.—In the mean time it muſt be 
* accounted a reproach upon theſe illuſtrious characters, 
* to give them out as advocates for ſuch a groſs notion ;” 
as he would make his reader believe, by groſsly pervert- 
ing the meaning of theſe great and juſtly renowned au- 
thors which he mentions. I ſhall not therefore accu- 
mulate all the great and learned men that I might adduce, 
all agreeing to, and advocating the cauſe of this precious 
truth, and rejecting the oppoſite error. I ſhall notwith- 
ſanding ſhew the reader how unwilling theſe authors he 
adduces are to ſpeak as ſuborned witneſſes for his cauſe ; 
and herein I ſhall endeavour to ſtudy brevity, for I haſten 

toward a concluſion, Mean while the reader may compare 
what is ſaid above, with what of our author js referred 
unto. 
XXXII. Firſt then, as to the worthy Mr Boſton, whom 
dur author would fain corrupt and ſuborn, he plainly a- 
grees with the doctrine pleaded for in theſe animadverſions 


as fully as language can well declare. Mr Dalziel complains 


f Mr Brown's quotations, as extremely manque, lame, and 
lefetive ; and inſinuates that they are unjuſt : but as this 
$a matter that may be eaſily determined in fact by inſpec- 
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tion and ocular demonſtration, I ſhall preſent the reader 


with a full quotation of Mr Boſton's own words *, in the 
margin; and by thus confronting them to our author, | 


dare ſay the reader muſt ſee, he ought to be aſhamed for 


expoling ſo glaringly, his own want of candour and probi- 
And now, reader, this large quotation, from Mr Bo- 
ſton, in the place referred to, muſt not be ſaid to be 
manque, lame, defective, or interlined : if any one ſay fo, ] 
muſt be excuſed the freedom of calling him, in plain Eng- 
liſh, by the deſignation he merits, a lr. Can language 
declare 


* Mr Boſton, in his View of the covenant of grace, treating 
on Chriſt the ſurety of the covenant, divides ſuretyſhip into two 
ſorts, viz. (1.) for paying one's debt, (2.) for one's perform- 


ang of a deed. And then he ſays, (pag. ibi 49. & /eq.), 


* Our Lord's ſuretyſhip for ſinners was of the firſt ſort. Chriſt, 
*« as the ſecond Adam, conſenting to the covenant, ſiſted him- 
«© ſelf ſurety for the debt of the ſeed repreſented by him. Theu 
„debt was, by God's eternal foreknowledge, ſtated from the 
broken covenant of works, in the whole latitude of the de- 
* mands it had on them. And he became ſurety for it, (tri- 
« king hands with his Father, to pay it completely. And, 

« Firſt, He became ſurety for their debt of puniſhment, 
* which they, as ſinners, were liable in fayment of, as the 
« original phraſeth it, 2 Theſſ. i. 9. That was the debt owing 
* to divine juſtice, for all and every one of their ſins, original 
* or actual. The demerit of their fins, as offences again 
** an infinite God, was infinite puniſhment.--- They were liable 
to bear the pains of death, in the full latitude thereof; t 
« ſuffer the force of revenging wrath, to the complete Catif 
faction of infinite juſtice, and full reparation of God's in- 
„ jured honour, This was their debt of puniſhment, a debt 
** which they themſelves could never have cleared, though 
<< paying to the utmoſt of their- power, through ages of eter- 
* nity, But this their debt Chriſt became ſurety for, obliging 
« himſelf to lay down his life for theirs, which was loſt in 
% law.” And a little afterward he adds, Now, in the ſe. 
« cond Adam's ſuretyſhip for the criminal debt of his ſpiritual 
© ſeed, there was not an inſuring of the payment thereof on! 
ve away or other, only, as in ſimple cautionary; but there ws 


2 an exchange of perfons 1 in law; Chriſt ſubſtituting himſelf 


* 1 
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„ 
declare more explicitly, the truth pleaded for, in theſe 
animadverſions, than this quotation bears? Here we are 
d, The demerit of their fins, as offences againſt an 
© infinite God, was an infinite puniſhment. . They were 
« liable to bear the pains of death, in the full latitude 
« thereof; to ſuffer the force of revenging wrath to the 
complete ſatisfaction of infinite juſtice, ang full repara- 
« tion of God's injured honour.” There cannot be a 
more expreſs indication and declaration of the penalty and 
paſlive obedience being infinite; while, on the other hand, 
: | we 


« in their room, and taking the whole obligation on himſelf.” 
And he concludes this point concerning the penalty thus: I 
% the law could not charge our fin on him, in virtue of his 
« own voluntary undertaking, it could have no ground in ju- 
« ſtice to inflict our puniſhment on him,” And then he imme- 
diately proceeds to the debt of duty, faying, © Secondly, He 
became ſurety for their debt of duty or obedience, the which 
« alſo is a debt, according to the ſtile of the holy ſcriptures, 
« Gal. v. 3. A debtor to do the whole law. The law as 2 
* covenant of works, though it was broken by them, and they 
had incurred the penalty thereof, yet had neither loſt its 
e right, nor ceaſed to exact of them the. obedience, which ar 
e firſt it-xequired of man, as the condition of life. They were 
* (till bound to perfect obedience, and on na lower terms could 
have eternal life, as our Lord taught the lawyer for his hu- 
% miliation, Luke x. 28. Thou haſt anſwered right; this do, 
„ and thou ſhalt live. The paying of the debt of puniſhment 
“ might ſatisfy as to the penalty of the bond: but there is yer 
* more behind, for him who will meddle in the affairs of the 
broken company, How ſhall the principal ſum therein con- 
*« tained, be paid; namely, the debt of obedience to the law 
&* for life and ſalvation ? The honour of God could not al- 
low the quitting of it: and they abſolutely unable to pay 
6 one mite of it, that would have been current in heaven; 
* foraſmuch as they were without ſtrength, Rom. v. 6. and 
dead in treſpaſſes and uns, Eph. ii. 1. quite as unfit for the 
* doing part as for the /ufering part. But Chriſt became 
* ſurety for this debt of theirs too, namely, the debt of obe- 
* dience to the law as a covenant, which was, and 7s the only 
„ obedience to it for life ; obliging himſelf to clear it, by o- 
| | 5 © beying 
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at firſt it required of man, as the condition of life. They 
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we are as expreſsly taught, that © the law as a covenant of 
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works, though it was broken by them, and they had 
incurred the penalty thereof, yet had neither loſt its 
right, nor ceaſed to exact of them the obedience, which 


were ſtill bound to perfect obedience, and on no lower 
terms could have eternal life. The paying of the debt 
of puniſhment might ſatisfy as to the penalty of the 
bond: but there is yet more behind, —namely, the debt 
of obedience to the law, for life and ſalvation.— The 
debt of obedience to the law as a covenant, which was 


beying in their room and ſtead, and /ulf//ing what the law 
could demand of them in this kind, Pſal. xl. 7. 8. Then ſaid 
J, Lo, I come,----1 delight to do .thy will, O my God : yea, 
thy law is within my heart. Matth. iii. 15. Thus it be- 
cometh us to fulfil all righteouſneſs. Chap. v. 17. Think 
not that I am come to deſtroy the laau, -I am not come to 
deſtroy, but to fulfil. And here alſo there was an exchange 
of perſons in law, Chriſt ſubſtituting himſelf in their room, 
and taking their obligation on himſelf; in virtue of which he 
became the law's debtor for that obedience owing by them: 
and this he himſelf ſolemnly owned, by his being circum- 
ciſed, Luke ii. 21. according to that of the apoſtle, Gal, 


v. 3. 4 teſtify again to every man that is circumciſed, that 


he is a debtor to do the whole law. For being ſurety for 
them in this point alſo, he transferred on himſelf their ſtate 


of ſervitude, whereby the law had a right to exact that debt 


of him, which they, upon the breach of the covenant of 
works, were liable in payment of, 

For clearing of this, it is to be conſidered, that all man- 
kind was, by the firſt covenant, the covenant of works, 
conſtitute God's hired ſervants ; and actually entered to that 
their ſervice in the firſt Adam, And, in token hereof, we 
are all naturally inclined, in that character to deal with 
God; though, by the fall, we are rendered incapable to per- 
form the duty of it, Luke xv. 19. Make me as one of thy 
hired ſervants, The work they were to work, was perfect 
obedience to the holy law: the hire they were to have for 
their work, was life, Rom. x. 5. The man that doth theſe 
things, ſhall live by them. The penalty of breaking away 


from their maſter, was bondage under the curſe,” þ 
«c an 
— . 


( 63 ) 

4 and is the only obedience to it for life. The work they 
« were to work was perfect obedience to the holy law,” — 
This is ſo plain and ample an evidence of the great Mr Bo- 
ſton's ſentiments agreeing with what is here pleaded for, 
that it requires the higheſt degree of impudence and diſho- 
neſty to deny it, or alledge the contrary. Chriſt as our 
ſurety anſwered for ns all the demands of law and juſtice, 
namely, he bore an infinite puniſhment due to us for breach 
of covenant, and performed perfect obedience to the pre- 
cept, © which at firſt it required of man as the condition 
« of life.” O impudent chicanery! Will you {till per- 
fiſt to corrupt, pervert, and ſuborn ſo noble and diſtinct an 
evidence as the great Mr Boſton? Be aſhamed! The 
corruption of witneſſes, even in civil courts, is a moſt hor- 
rid and deteſtable crime, yea, it is an iniquity to be puniſh- 
ed by the judges much more ſo, is ſtriving to contradict 
the oracles of God, and to cauſe holy mouths and lips, 
when dead, utter ſuch blaſphemies, as they abhorred when 
alive. Know that you ſhall be called to account for this 
miſdemeanour, when the ſaints ſhall judge, Pſal. cxlix. 7. 
Another inconteſtable document of Mr Boſton's ſenti- 
ments coinciding with what is here maintained, is in the 
forementioned View of the covenant of grace, pag. mibi 
72.; Where, after he has told us, that ſalvation becomes a 
reward of debt to Chriſt alone, he adds, And therefore 
« it was he that fulfilled the condition of the covenant ; 
ve fulfil no part of it. This is confirmed from the pri- 
* mitive ſituation of mankind with reference to eternal 
life, in the firſt Adam's covenant duly conſidered. The 
condition thereof was perfect obedience.” And further 
on, pag. 73. he enlarges thus: The condition of the co- 
« venant muſt needs be performed, either by themſelves 
'* who are ſaved, or elſe by another in their ſtead, There- 
fore Chriſt's. fulfilling all righteouſneſs, which is the on- 
* ly obedience performed in their ſtead, muſt be the alone 
proper condition of the covenant.” And again, pag. 77. 
he tells us, that“ that righteouſneſs was and muſt be ſtated 
from the law or broken covenant of works for (it) 
* was fo far from being neglected in the new bargain, that 
* whatſoever it had to charge, —was ſimmed up and ſet - 
| 8 * down 
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* chun therein, to be ſuly cleared by Chriſt their ſurety 

* contracting for them.” Here it appears evidently, that 

Mr Boſton makes the law, or covenant of works, the ſtan- 

dard, meaſure, and criterion of Chriſt's ſurety- righteouſneſs; 
and he teaches, that it is the /u/filling, not magnifying of 

the law, whereupon life is adjudged to Chriſt's feed ; that 

it is a perfect finite obedience to the law-precept which is 
required. Will it not appear very ftrange, to alledge, that 
Mr Boſton thought it was requiſite that Chriſt's active 
obedience ſhould be of infinite value, and that he ſhould 
have induſtrioufly concealed his opinion? for he ne- 
ver ſays ſo: nay, he expreſsly declares the contrary, by 
telling and ſtrenuouſly urging, that it is Juſt the very o- 

bedience required of Adam,; for the law ceaſed not to exact 
the obedience which at firft it required as the condition of 
life: nay, take it f{yllabically as he delivers it, pag. 85. 
© Wherefore {/ays he) we conclude, that as Chriſt gave 
ce the ſame obedience to the law, which ſhould have been 
given in virtue of the covenant of works; ſo he ſuffer- 
<« ed the fame puniſhment of death, that we ſhould have 
« ſuffered in virtue of the penalty of that broken covenant, 
&© Foraſmuch as, whatever difference there was in acci- 
« dentals, the eſſentials were the ſame.” It is certain, 
that his magnifying the law, and making it honourable, by 
his active obedience, was not eſſential to the fulfilling the 
covenant ; it accidentally aroſe from the ſuper-excellency of Wn: 
his perſon, but was no part of the law-demands on ſinners, 
nor of Chriſt's commenſurate ſurety-obligements : nay, that 
is inconſiſtent, for magnifying the law can be no part of 
law-demands, inaſmuch as performing all its demands is no 
more than fulfilling it, but not a magnifying it, But not- 
withſtanding that he teaches thus concerning Chriſt's active 
obedience, he fully declares his ſentiments as to the paſſive 
obedience, that it is neceſſarily of infinite value; for in 
pag. 87. he ſays, Another grand point eſtabliſhed here, 
« was, that the curſe transferred upon him ſhould be in- 


* nitely execute upon him: the infinite dignity of the per- Wroz 

*« ſon dying, making the execution of the curſe upon him 

* unto death, to be infinite in value, fully compenſating v. 

* the infinite wrong, according to the eſtimate made ** m 
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« by law and juſtice.” Much more to this purpoſe might 
de added, but I am weary with tranſcribing. I ſhall there- 
n- Wore add only one quotation more from this excellent book; 
; g. 129. © Our Lord Jeſus having, in the covenant, un- 
of W dertaken to fulfil all righteouſneſs for them, who of 
at W themſelves could fulfil no righteouſneſs, a promiſe was 
is thereupon made, to accept them as righteous upon the 
at account of his ſurety-righteouſneſs—imputed to the 
ve WW believer, or legally reckoned his: and upon the account 
a thereof preciſely he is accepted of God as righteons, be- 
e · ¶ ing made the righteouſneſs of God in him.” Thus, read- 
by r, you ſee how Mr Boſton ſpits in the face of our antago- 
= Will's opinion: and he muſt be poſſeſſed of a large meaſure 
ict We ſtrange impudence and diſingenuity, that ever attempt- 
of ea to make the world believe ſuch a groſs, glaring untruth, 
5. f fo great a man. 8 TY 
ve WH What he ſays, pag. 82. of not proving, that a human na- 
en ure, without union to the perſon of Chriſt, —or that a fi- 
er- Nite perſon might have been our ſurety, is but a vain fiction 
ve Wt his own fooliſh fancy, and owes its original to himſelf : 
nt. Wo himſelf then let it go, for it gets no quarter here, 
Mr Brown's quotation from Mr Boſton's Miſcellany Que- 
nt, pag. 40. is ſuch a deciſive teſtimony, with reſpect to 
oſton's ſentiments, that no more evidence can juſtly be re- 
zuired. It is a check to the doctrine of Mr Gibbons, 
nd runs thus : * He invidiouſly talks of believers being 
rs, as righteous in God's eſteem as Chriſt himſelf.” This 
hat Noctrine is much of the ſame ſtamp with that of our author; 
ol at Mr Boſton juſtly reprehends ſuch doctrines, and wiſe- 
no Wy diſtinguiſhes between righteous as applicable to Chriſt, 
ot- Nad to believers, as is plain from what follows : He that 
e doth righteouſneſs is righteous, even as he (viz. Chriſt) 
ive WF is righteous ; not in regard of quantity, but verity ; there 
in being a Fnite application of an infinite righteouſneſs, not 
Ic, WF in reſpect of the full value of it, but as our neceſſity . 
g. craves it.” Reader, this is the very ſame with what Mr 
er- Wrown teaches, viz. That in juſtification the righteouſ- 
1M IF neſs of Chriſt is not imputed to us in its whole infinite 
ing value; but only in proportion to our need, and the de- 
fit mands which the law as a broken covenant of works 
by | I % makes 
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makes upon us.” This coincidence of ſentiments is un- 
deniably evident. Mr Boſton continues, © Righteouſne 
* conſidered formally, with reſpect to the rule of righ 
_ © teouſneſs ſimply, is not capable of degrees; though itt 
* in reſpect of the ſubject of it, one righteous perſon b. 
ing infinitely more noble than another, the excelleng 
*« of the agent or patient giving value to the obedience ac- 
tive or paſlive.” Here he agrees exactly with the doc: 
ine laid down in theſe animadverſions, concerning Chriſt, 
righteouſneſs being a magnification and honorification 
the law, not as it is a fulfilment of it, or of the commenſu 
rate ſurety-engagements, but as it flows from the excelley 
cy of the agent or patient. And, agreeably to this diſting 
tion of Chriſt's righteouſneſs, he adds, But it is evident, 
that Chriſt's righteouſneſs is imputed to us merely ti. 
der the former notion, as it is a conformity to the ru 
of righteouſneſs ;” that is, as it is a perfect fulfilment oi 
the broken covenant, which requires infinite ſufferings, and 
the ſame active obedience which it required of Adam fi- 
which was indeed perfect, but finite. The direct oppol 
tion and violence that this paſſage threatens Mr Dalzi 
tenet with, he ſeems to be conſcious of; and, in con 
quence thereof, pag. 86. calls it dubious, - written by 
Boſton in his younger years, —for his own improvemen 
and without any deſign of being printed. This is a g 
ving up with Mr Boſton as an evidence, by throwing 
groſs calumny upon him. Would Mr Boſton write an 
thing dubious for his own improvement? Or would It 
envy any ſo much, as defignedly preclude them the bt 
nefit of any thing that might improve them by a pubi 
cation? Apage! fy upon ſuch ſcandalous inſinuations 
gainſt ſo worthy a divine! This poſition, That beli 
vers are not as righteous as Chriſt in regard of quant 
25, but only in regard of verity,“ is a direct contradicuWri 


to our author's tenet ; for the diſpute is ſolely and allenarW:o 
about righteouſneſs in regard of quantity, latitude, or et 
tent. Mr Brown does not alledge, that believers are ue 
at all righteous, he never denies the reality or verity Mh 
their being righteous; no, he aſſerts that they are rig ite 
teous, and that they are, by Chriſt's righteouſneſs imputtQ-n 


1 


ſneß made as righteous as the law of God requires they ſhould 
rig be. He indeed denies that they are made infinitely righj- 
itt W--ous; and unleſs Mr Dalziel will aſſert that they are infi- 
1 b. Naitely righteous, he muſt allow that they are not as righ- 
lencyMtcous as Chriſt, unleſs he deny that Chriſt is infinitely 
e -Mrighteous; and this is too likely to follow from what he 
has ſaid in the forecited 86th page. 
Any thing our author offers, for explaining away- the 
plain ſenſe of Mr Boſton's words, and his uniform fixed 
ſentiments, is unworthy of an honeſt writer; as is alſo his 
Worry, pitiable quibbling and tampering with Dr Owen's 
in, words; when he would fain, in a very confuſed manner, 
ajole his reader, to believe, that by “ a finite application 
of an infinite righteouſneſs,” Mr Boſton underſtood an 
application of it, ſo as it ſuited our ſouls in particular, not 
is it ſuited all God's ele&t; as if here he had inſtituted a 
iſtinction of righteouſneſs in reſpect of the objects juſti- 
fed, viz. as it reſpects a particular perſon, and as it re- 
ſpects the whole church, or all God's elef&t. His citing 
Dr Owen, where he is ſpeaking in relation to this diſtinc- 
tion, is deſigned to decoy the reader, and make him be- 
Jieve that Mr Boſton has alſo the ſame diſtinction in view. 
But this is not the caſe at all, as is plain from his own 
ords, where it appears the diſtinction he ſpeaks of, is of 
ighteouſneſs, not objeCtively conſidered, but ſubjectively ; 
n reſpect of the finite meaſure and degree in which it is 
mputed to perſons as their neceſſity craves ; and in reſpect 
fits full extent or infinite value redounding from the dig- 
ity of Chriſt's, perſon. It is very perverſe dealing to 
hange an author's meaning, while yet the change makes 
othing for him; for admit Mr Boſton had been ſpeaking 
ith a view to the firſt diſtinction, yet from his words it is 
vident, that then there is but a finite application of righ- 
eouſneſs to every individual, the very thing we affirm and 
lefend; and if imputed righteouſneſs be finite in reſpect of 
very individual, it will alſo be finite in reſpect of the 
mole collective body, which is not compoſed of an infi- 
ite number of individuals: a finite number of finite things 
makes but a finite aggregate. And.this again is a giving 
p of the whole cauſe ; for if he acknowledge, that there 
I 2 is 
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is only a finite application of righteouſneſs to every indiyj. 
dual ſoul in particular, as he muſt, according to the lan. 
guage of this diſtinction, then he muſt alſo acknowledy 
that the application to the whole church, or all God's e. 
lect collectively, is likewiſe finite. And this is more thay 
Mr Brown has ſaid, or has here been hitherto urged, as i 
is not preciſely contained in the preſent controverſy. Hoy. 
ever, well may it be ſaid for Mr Boſton, now dead, Falj 
witneſſes did riſe up: they laid to my charge things that | 
knew not, Pſal. xxxv. 11. I have infiſted the more full 
upon theſe two celebrated authors, in reſpect Mr Dalzie 
ſays, pag. 89. It was in vain therefore for the autbe 
* of the Difſertation, to compel Dr Owen and Mr Boſta 
6“ to lead the van of his human authorities ;”” but, by 
this time, the reader will ſee, they are authentic voucher 
of the truth here maintained. | 

Furthermore, that the evidence, with reſpect to Mr B 
ſton's ſentiments agreeing to the doctrine taught by M 
Brown, may be heaped up, preſſed down, and running over 
I ſhall deſire the reader to accompany me in a viſit to Mt 
Boſton's valuable ſermon, entitled, The my/tery of Chriſt in th 
Ferm of a ſervant, and there he will find the whole ſcope 
of the diſcourſe agreeing with what is here defended, 
ſhall excerp a few paſſages thereof to this purpoſe, an 
place them in the margin “, as before: from which it a 


* Firſt then, he brings in God the Father as ſpeaking to thi 
Son concerning his ſeed, ſaying, pag. 19. (Glaſ. edit. 174 
ge it known then, that it is agreed, that I take thee in the 
* room and place to perform the ſervice due in virtue of th 
* original contract.“ pag. 21. The puniſhment due unt 
chem for breaking away from their ſervice, behoved to 
“ borne; and the ſervice itſelf behoved to be made out, 2 
* cording to the original contract, the covenant of works. 
And pag. 22. The ſervice behoved to be fulf/led, and tht 
* could by no means work it out, It was therefore abſolute] 
f* neceſſary for their life and ſalvation, that Jeſus Chriſt ſhou 
* come under the curſe due to them, take on himſelf their form 
* put himſelf in the room of the poor bond-men, enter hon 
to the ſervice in their ftead, and fully ſerye it out for then 
Sn £52 . « trans ferri 
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pears as plainly as language can expreſs, that the original 


contract, the covenant of works, without alteration, diminu- 
tion, or augmentation, was the preciſe meaſure, ſtandard, 
and criterion of the active obedience required of Chriſt, as 
our ſurety, which obedience he preciſely undertook, and 
did in our room perform ; even a ſervice, for the working 
part whereof, man had once ſtrength ; conſequently, not 
an infinite active obedience: he undertook, and conſequent- 


ly 


te transferring on himſelf their ſtate of ſervitude.” Again, 
pag. 24. The ſervice, which is this contract he undertook 
to perform, was to fulfil the whole law for them; fully to 
« anſwer, in their room and ſtead, the demands which the bro- 
„ken covenant of works, the original contract, had upon 
* them,--Thus the parts of the ſervice were theſe two. . .) His 
e bearing the puniſhment, Ä the law's ſanction of death. (2.) His 
„performing the obedience which they were ill bound to 
« fulfil by the ſame covenant, though broken. And hereby 
he was to ſatisfy the commanding part of the covenant, re- 
6 quiring perfed obedience for life.” And again, pag. 25. 
*« He went on working the work of his ſervice, to the fulfilling 
6 of the whole law in its commands, which was the work 
« wherein the firſt Adam failed, and ſo ruined all mankind ; 
e and anſwered the demand the law had on the elect for righ- 
t teouſneſs of converſation as the condition of life.“ Further, 
pag. 28. Their father Adam- brought a burden of debt on 
„ them, - a double debt, a debt of obedience, and a debt of 
«« puniſhment.” Alſo, pag. 30. See here how preciſely God 
& ſtands to his having the ſervice, owing him in virtue of the 
&« firſt covenant, fully made; that rather than any ſhould be 
* ſaved, without its being fulfilled, he would have his own 
„Son to take on him the form of a ſervant, and fulfil it for 
« them,----There is a ſervice performed by the Mediator for 
„ ſinners, that is perfect even in the eye of the law. It is 
“ done, it is completed, and life and falvation is thereby gain- 
« ed for all that ſhall believe.” Again, pag. 32. ** Chriſt 
* took on him the form of a ſervant, only in the name and 
e ſtead. of the ele ;----having fulfilled the bond-ſervice.” 
And alſo, pag. 34. Our Lord Jeſus, having, in their name, 
* taken on him the form of a bond- ſervant, did, in their room 
and ſtead, perform the ſervice required of them by the 2 
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iy performed the very obedience which was required of 
Adam, by the original contract, and which we were. bound 

to, in virtue of the covenant of works: it is this identical obe- 
dience and not another. Why, but we are taught another 
doctrine by Mr Dalziel, for, pag. 32. his expreſs words are, 
It is certain, {/ays he, that even the very law-precept, as 
* broken, required an obedience * of the ſecond Adam, 
* the Lord from heaven, which it did not, nor could re- 
„ quire of the firſt Adam as a ſtanding law.” Reader, how 
does this agree with Mr Boſton's ſentiments? Mr Boſton 
fays, „the ſervice—was to u the whole law for them; 
% —fully to anſwer—the demands the original contract 
had upon them. And hereby he was to /atisfy the com- 
* manding part of the covenant, requiring perfect obe- 


« ken covenant of works, the original contrad of ſervice.“ 
And again, pag. 35. God infiſted to have his-ſervice accord- 
* ing to the original contract fulfilled, for life and ſalvation 
«< to poor ſinners,” Yet again, pag. 36. That broken co- 
*« venant being ſo far ingroſſed in the covenant with the ſecond 
«© Adam, as that /r9m it the ſervice he was to perform, in 
their room and ſtead, was fated in all the parts thereef,” 
He moreover adds, pag. 44. that both our ſervice to God, 
* and our reward, are purely and equally the fruits of Chriſt's 
* ſervice for us; and ſo they are proportioned to the efficacy of 
« it in us: wherefore, according to the efficacy of Chriſt's 
« ſervice in us, ſo will our ſervice be, and ſo will our reward 
* be; and ſo the greater ſervice, the greater reward.“ Fur- 
thermore, pag. 45. The ſervice which the Lord Jeſus 
ce took off our hand upon himſelf, namely, the bond-ſervice, 
* was what we neither had, nor could have ſtrength for, 
« Strength for the ſuffering part of it, man never had: ſtrength 
* for the working part of it, un once indeed had; but now 
* itis loſt,” Laſtly, pag. 48. he ſays, It was from regard to 
«« juſtice, and that the ſervice due unto God from the elect, in 
virtue of the 6riginal contract, might be performed, that 
* Jeſus Chriſt took on him the form of a ſervant, and made 
© out the ſervice,” | | | 

* He ſhould have done well to have told us what that obe- 
dience for us was, which was required of the ſecond but not of 
the firſt Adam: but as Venus did with her ſon Aneas, fo has 


he with this obedience, hid it in a cloud, 
| 6 dience 


1 
4% dience for life. From the broken covenant, the original 
contract, the ſervice he was to perform was ftated in all 
« the parts thereof,” Yea, but Mr Dalziel has found out 
ſome other obedience; however, he has been ſa wiſe as 
to keep it to himſelf: for my paxt, I do not envy him the 
invention of this Neonomian obedience; but it is ſuch a 
glaring and flaming contradiction to the doctrine of Mr 
Boſton, than nothing leſs than P immoderate degree of 
ſtupidity or diſingenuity can beat through, in pretending 
an agreement or reconciliation of theſe ſentiments ; and yet 
upon this point, his whole ſcheme cardinally depends. 
XXXIII. I now leave Mr Boſtop, fully vindicated, from 
the calumnious aſperſion of holding to.Mr Dalziel's falſe 
tenet ; and I proceed to the Reverend Mr Ebenezer Erſkine, 
whom he adduces as an abettor of his doctrine; but herein 
he is alſo unſucceſsful. The place he quotes from his ſer- 
mon, entitled, The broken law magnified, &c. when taken in 
connection with the ſcope and drift, not o of the whole 


1 


ſermon, but of all Mr Erſkine's other works, is ſo far from 


abetting our author's doctrine, that it is the very thing we 
plead for. It is true, that Mr Erſkine, in the place quo- 
ted, ſays, That Chriſt, as our ſurety, has magnified the 
% law, and made it honourable, by his obedience to the 
„ death;” but he no where ſays, or ſo much as inſinuates, 


that the law required more of Chriſt as our ſurety, than it 


required of us as principals ; nor that he, as our ſurety, ei- 
ther gave, or was bound to give, any ather obedience to the 
law than it required of us : nay, it is inconſiſtent with the 
nature of ſuretyſbip; for a ſurety, as ſuch, can only be 
bound to what is incumbent on the principal: ſuretyſhip 
is no more than an acceſſion to the obligations upon a prin- 
cipal. It is true, the diſcharge of theſe obligations may 
be much more honourable, glorious, and ſolemn, by one 
perſon than by another, according to their dignity and ſta- 
tion; though the thing both required and performed be 
eſſentially the ſame. And thus in this caſe, an accidental, 
adventitious magnification and honorification of the law, 
ariſes from the obedience Chriſt, as our ſurety, yielded to 


.the law ; which yet is no way eſſential to his ſuretyſhip ; 


but flows directly and formally from an extrinſical prin- 
; ciple, 
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ciple, namely, the ſuperexcellent qualifications and perfec- 
tions of his divine perſon, Thus, I ſay, though Chriſt, as 


ſurety for ſinners, did only perform for them, what law 


required of them ; yet he accidentally and adventitiouſly 
magnified the law, and made it honourable, Accordingly Mr 
Erſkine, pag. 69. (quoted alſo by our author), tells us, 
«© Thus you ſee how Chriſt magnifies the law and makes it 
© honourable, as a covenant, fulfilling the righteouſneſs of it 
% in his own perſon, as our ſurety.” Here he explains how 
Chriſt mbgnifies the law and makes it honourable, namely, 


thus, fulfilling the righteouſneſs of it in his own perſon, as 
« our ſurety,” Which is the very thing ſo often here plead- 


ed for, and as often impugned by our author. But more 
particularly, when Mr Erſkine had propoſed the queſtion, 
pag. 63. How is it that Chriſt magnifies the law and 


4 makes it honourable?” he anſwered, © Firſt, As a 


„ covenant he magnifies and makes it honourable, and 


* this he did by fulfilling all its demands:” and in the ſequel. 


of his diſcourſe he defines theſe demands to be, © (1.) A 
perfect holineſs and rectitude of our very natures. (2.) A 
ce perfect and ſinleſs obedience of life. (3.) A complete 
« ſatisfaction to juſtice, in conſequence of the penalty or 
&* ſentence of the law.” And he concludes this point by 
telling us, And thus you ſee how all the demands of 


« the law are ſatisfied to the full in Chriſt: and thus he 


© magnifies the law to the full as a covenant.” Here, by 
magnifying to the full, any one may ſee that Mr Erſkine 
plainly means anſwering to the full, or fuſfilling ; and that 


he aſcribes this magnifying of the law as a covenant, to his 


fulfilling and ſatisfying all its demands, and not to his per- 
forming, or engaging to perform, any other obedience than 
the law required of ſinners, which, with reſpect to the pre- 
cept, he plainly limits to the very ſame perfect, perſonal 
obedience incumbent on Adam, upon which his title to life 
was to be founded; for, pag. 75. he informs us, that Chriſt's 
* Obedience to the precept of the law is properly his righ- 
c teouſneſs, which is imputed to us, Rom. v. 19. By the 
e obedience of one ſhall many be made righteous ; and it is 
« upon this that our title to life doth ſtand, as Adam's title 
* jn the covenant of works ſtood upon his own perfect 

«« obedience 
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« obedience to the command.” One cannot readily deſire 
language, more pany expreſſing the ſentiments contain- 
ed in theſe animadverſions, than theſe very words of Mr 
Erſkine, quoted by our author. 3 : 
Agreeable hereunto is the third particular of the fourth 
head of his ſermon, entitled, The New-Teſtament ark opened, 
Kc. That the condition upon which life was promiſed 
« to Adam, and to all mankind in him, was perfect obe- 
« dience to the command of the law.—Well, man bein 
in honour continued not, —and without the honour a 
« the law be repaired by a perfect obedience, yielded unto 
„it by man, or one in man's nature, it ſtands as an eter- 
nal bar in the way of life and falyation. Well, Chriſt 
*« the eternal Son of God, as man's kinſman and ſurety, 
*« undertakes to repair the broken law,—to u all righ- 
* tequſneſs that the law requires of mankind- ſinners; and 
* accordingly, in our ſtead and room, magnifies the law, 
and makes it honourable # Iſ. xlii. 21.; by which means 
all legal, bars and impediments, lying in the way of ſal- 
ration and life, from the part of Bo command of the 
„law, is made up again, and the law as fully ſatisfied as 
though it had never been broken, and the title to the 
life promiſed in the covenant of works comes to ſtand in 
the perſon of our common kinſman and blood-relation.” 
Thus, according to Mr Erſkine's ſentiments, it is the very 
lame life promiſed in the covenant of works, which is pur - 
chaſed by Chriſt for us, by his fufflling the law-demands 
upon ſinners. Further, in the laſt quoted ſermon, pag. 4r. 
ye are told, that © there are two things the ſinner wants, 
* in order to reſtore him to the favour of God, and to his 
title to eternal life,” — * (1.) Pardon of ſin; and, (2.) A 
perfect law-righteouſneſs,” No word of a righteouſ- 
neſs of infinite value. This is the very diſtinction of the 
parts of juſtification, laid down in theſe animadverſions, 
No VI. 8 ph i 


* By nagniſhing the law and making it honourable, Mr Er- 
ine means no more here than /ul#/ling u; for no more was 
or could be done in our ſtead and room; nor was any more ne- 


eſſary for removing legal impediments, 
N To 
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To the ſame purpoſe is his ſecond particular of the third 
head of that ſermon, Chriſt fet up from everlaſting ; Where 
he teaches, that Chriſt ** is ſet up as a ſecond Adam. 
“ Chriſt, as the ſecond Adam, ſteps in the room of th 
“ firſt Adam, and fulfils the covenant of works, —bcti 
« as to its precept and penalty; whereby the promiſe < 
«« eternal. life made to him, upon condition of perfect obe 
* dience, devolves upon him as a ſecond Adam, and he be 
* comes the righteous heir of everlaſting life, not only by 
„birth, but alſo by purchaſe, &c.” Here he makes th 
claims of the broken law upon the ſecond Adam, the ver, 
ſame. with theſe upon the firſt, which, in reſpect of the 
precept, was always the ſame; and yet this is far from be- 
ing © a piece of very blundering divinity,” as Mr Dalziel, 
pag. 61. nicknames it. 

Moreover, but ſuppoſing that Mr Erſkine ſhould, by 
magnifying the law, and making it honourable, mean more 
than a fulfilling or anſwering all its demands on finners, 
even a performing an obedience of infinite value; which 
ſuppoſition cannot but appear abſurd, conſidering what has 
already been quoted from his works: yet I ſay, ſuppoſing 
ſo, and that Mr Erſkine's words had been, * Chriſt, as our 
ſurety, has performed an obedience of infinite value ;' even 
then the whole ſtreſs of Mr Dalziel's inference lies upon 
the ſlender ſupport of a modification of the ſubject of a 
propoſition, and even upon ſuch a modification as might 


' eaſily ſlip in without deſign; for after admitting theſe two 


propoſitions, viz. That Chriſt, as our ſurety, has perform- 
ed an obedience ; And Chriſt has performed an obedience 
of infinite value; which two propoſitions, though true, 
give no ground to aſſert, that Chriſt, as our ſurety, per- 
formed an obedience of infinite value, as is well known to 
logicians ; yet one that is not very advertant may eaſily be 
led to ſuch an expreſſion. Therefore it would appear Mr 
Dalziel has been mightily ſtraitened for ways and means to 
bring over Mr Erſkine to his camp, that graſped ſo gree- 
dily at ſo ſlender a gripe as this is; even upon the ſuppo- 
ſition of a thing that can by no means be granted, in a 


conſiſtence with Mr Erſkine's ſentiments, in the places a- 


bore cited, agreeing exactly with what we defend. 
XXXIV. Our 
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XXXIV. Our author, whatever he pretends, gets no 
countenance to his perverſe, confuſed ſcheme, from the doc- 
trine of Mr Ralph Erſkine; for in the very paſſages which 
he has cited, we find Mr Ralph teaching, that the © broken 
« precept muſt be repaired ;—accordingly Chriſt comes, 
and by his obedience to the death, he magnifies the law 
e and makes it honourable: the precept of the law that 
« we had. broken, he mult Fulſil, by obeying perfectiy, 
he does not ſay infinitely : ©* That it was the perſon of 
« God-man who fulfilled all righteouſneſs.” Reader, you 
will eaſily and readily ſee how exactly theſe doctrines of 
the Meſſ. Erſkines agree in this, that Chriſt, as our ſurety, 
obeyed the law perfectiy, fulfilled all righteouſneſs, and in 
our room and ſtead performed every thing the law requj- 
red of us; but not a mum of an infinite active obedience : 

no, theſe grave divines teach in another ſtile. ; 
Mr Ralph, in The rent vail of the temple, pag. 8. 9. 
teaches us, that juſtifying righteouſneſs is every way com- 
menſurate to the demands of the law: his words are, No- 
thing can ſatisfy juſtice but infinite puniſhment, God 
cannot juſtify the ſinner, nor accept of him as righteous, 
* unleſs he hath a complete righteouſneſs; not a lame, par- 
tial, and imperfect righteouſneſs, but a righteouſneſs every 
« way commenſurate to the extenſive PRECEPT of the law, 
« will fatisfy an infinitely holy God. As infinite juſtice 


cannot be ſatisfied without a complete ſatisfaction, an- 


* fwering to the threatening and penalty of the law; fo 
the infinite holineſs of God cannot be ſatisfied without 
* a perfect obedience, anſwerable to the precept and command 
* of the law.” Now, reader, you will eaſily apprehend, 
that the righteouſneſs, which is every way commenſurate 
and anfwerable to the precept of the law, is juſt what the 
aw requires, and not more, viz. a perfect, but not infi- 
nite righteouſneſs. 

XXXV, Our author, pag. 9 has recourſe to the Expli- 
atory Catechiſm, compoſed by the ſeceding miniſters, and 
particularly prefaced by Mefſ. Ebenezer Erſkine and James 
[ber ; where he inſtances the 163d page of that Catechiſm, 
Queſt, 38. viz, © Why was it requiſite that our Mediator 
* ſhzuld be Ged? Anſu. That his obedience and ſuffer- 
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* jngs in our nature and room, might be of infinite value 
* for our redemption, Acts xx. 28. ; and 155 the human 
nature might be ſapported under the infinite load o. 
* divine wrath, he had to bear for our fins, Rom, i. 4,” 
'This. anſwer gives no countenance to our author's falſe 
doctrine; for though it be anſwered, * that his obedience 
„and ſufferings,” conjunctly, © might be of infinite value 
ee for our redemption ;” yet this is not meant of his active 
obedience, far leſs of his active disjunctly from his ſuffer. 
ings. And this is plain, ft, from the ſcripture, Acts xx, 
28. adduced for proving this branch of the anſwer, White 
the paſſive obedience of Chriſt, and not the active, is men. 
tioned under this deſignation, the blood of God, Secondh, 
In reſpect that this obedience is, ſaid to be for our re. 
« demption,” it is plain that pallive obedience only is to be 
underſtood; for by the ſame Catechiſm, pag. 1 58. queſt. 8, 
we are given to underſtand, that © redemption has fefe. 
<< rence to bondage and captivity to ſin, Satan, the world, 
* death, and hell;” to which the paſſive obedience d 
_ Chriſt allenarly is adapted and agrees; as by ſhedding of 
blood allenarly it is that redemption or remiſſion of fin 

Z Gs 
However, for argument's ſake, Tet it be ſuppoſed that 
this obedience is aclive, yet this will make nothing out, in 
defence of his wild ſcheme : for as, according to our fourth 
| 22 his obedience implied ſuffering, and his fut- 
ering implied obedience; fo theſe authors might Well an. 
ſwer conjunctly of his obedience and ſufferings, inaſmuci 

as it is true of one of them, namely, his ſufferings. 
But again, it would appear very 0 in cheſs authors, 
if they had meant * that his active obedience might be 0 
«« infinite value,” that they ſhould have expreſſed. them 
ſelves ſo defectively thereabout, while they tell us ſo ex 
plicitly concerning his pgfive obedience, * that the hu: 
« man nature might be ſupported under the infinite loa 
« of divine wrath, which he had to bear for our fins. 
Add to this, that there would have been a glaring impro 
priety in the expreſſion, had they meant ſo, that his av! 
obedience might be of infinite value for our redemption; 
ſecing, as ſaid is, it is his paſſive and not active A that 
FRE: af | | f anſwers 


. by Chriſt, namely, an eternal Ife in heaven. 


1. 

znfwers to our redemptibn. Therefore this dbedienee dan be 
no other than His paffive, by which properly we are redeemed 
or bought back from bondage and ſlavery; and not by his 
ative obedience, this only anfwers to the procuring ef a 
title to life, which, as has been fully explamed No VI. is 
quite another thing than redemption from flævery. This 


doftritte agrees perfectly with that of Mr Browii's Cate- 


chiſm, That a finite perfon might not be ſurety, becauſe 
he could not have given infinite ſatisfaction; which is 
the very doctrine Mr Dalziel moſt miſerably perverts and 
miſreprefehts. Further, this doctrine agrees exactly with 
that of Mr Brown's Catechiſm, pag. 102. where he teaches, 
that the Mediator's being God was neceffary to his being 
a prieft, that he might be able to bear infinite wrath, 
« make his ſufferings of infinite value, and his intereeſſion 
« ever prevalent.” Theſe words are ſo expreſſive of the 
forementioned doctrine taught in that other Catechiſm, 
that the reader will ſee a perfect conſiſtence, nay, an exact 
coincidence, not only of matter, but expreſſion alſo: and 
all the wreſting, wrangling, prevaricating, and chicaning, 
our author is mäſter of, will never be able to make theſe 
doctrines, to the judicious, ſo much as apparently difagree. 
Whom God, therefore, hath joined, tet no man attempt 
to divide, 

 Befote I take leave of this Explicatory Catechiſm, I will 
ſew from a ſhort induction, that the authors are clearly 
of the fame ſentiments held by Mr Brown, and contained 
in theſe animadverſions. 

Firſt then, with reſpect to the identity of the life pro- 
miſed in the covenant of works, and that life purchaſed 
by Chriſt; it will appear plainly from pag. 100. where 
theſe authors reach, that the life promiſed unto man, in 
* the covenant of works, was the continuance of his na- 
« tural life, conſiſting in the union of his ſoul and body; 
the continuance alſo of his ſpiritual life, conſiſting in 
the favour of God; and his entering upon eternal life in 
fſeaven, after he had paſſed through the time of his trial 
upon earth.“ This is tffentially the ſame life purchaſed 


Secondly, | 
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Secondly, With reſpect to the identity of the terms or 
conditions of the covenants of works and grace, or the iden- 
tity of man's apligation as principal, and Chriſt's engagement 
as ſurety; this Catechiſm, pag. 102. teaches, ** that the co- 
* venant of works was never abrogated, but is ſtill binding 
ce upon all that are under it; neither abrogate by man's fin, 
« nor by Chriſt's doing and dying; but his doing and dying 
« fulfilled both the precept and penalty thereof.” And 
pag. 145. it declares, ** that the covenant of works was only 
repeated at mount Sinai, together with the covenant of 


grace, to ſnew to all Iſrael, that the clearing of both the 


*. principal and penalty of the covenant of works, as the 
* condition of the covenant of grace, was laid on Chriſt,” 
Alſo, pag. 146. That the proper condition of the cove- 
* nant of grace is Chriſt, as repreſentative and ſurety, his 
« fulfilling all righteouſneſs, owing unto God by his ſpiri- 
*© tual ſeed, in virtue of the broken covenant of works,” 


And, pag. 148. That it appears this righteouſneſs of 


.* Chriſt is the condition of the covenant of grace, becauſe 
* his fulfilling all righteouſneſs is the only ground of a 


** ſinner's right and title to eternal life, and the ſole foun- _ 


* dation of his plea before God.” | 

Theſe are the very points here pleaded for, viz. that the 
covenant of works was never abrogated, the firſt terms of 
life were never thrown out of doors, but he that would 
enter into life muſt keep the commandments : the fulfil- 
ment of the precept and penalty of the covenant of works 
was the debt owing to God by ſinners; Chriſt as ſurety 
fulfilled theſe as the condition of the covenant of grace; the 
proper condition of the covenant of grace is Chriſt's fulfil- 
ling the very righteouſneſs incumbent on ſinners, in virtue of 
the covenant of works, and it is upon this alone that a be- 
liever's title to eternal life can be founded. There is not 
a word here of any other conditions being laid on the 
ſurety as ſuch, than the demands of the covenant of works 
upon the infolvent principals, as a twofold debt ſtated 
from its precept and penalty. 

Nay further, when the authors of this Catechiſm come 
to diſtinguiſh the primary condition of the covenant of 
works, or the demands it made upon man before it was 

| broken, 
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broken, from the condition of the covenant of grace, they 


even here teach, pag. 155. that'the terms are no higher 


than the perfect righteouſneſs of God-man, which is 
fully adequate to the promiſed reward.“ This reward is 
vrt perfect (not infinite) bleſſedneſs, in the full (not infinite) 
enjoying of God to all eternity. Now, the righteouſneſs 
which is adequate to a perfect, but not infinite reward, is 
neceſſarily perfect, but not infinite; for whatever is infinite, 
is not adequate to that which is perfect, but not infinite. 
Reader, this doctrine of theſe learned and worthy divines, 
in their Catechiſm, and eHewhere of their works, does not at 
all quadrate with Mr Dalziel's ſcheme, the diſcrepancy is 
as perceptible as meridian ſun-ſhine : and how can it be 
otherwiſe, ſeeing they teach ſound and orthodox doctrine, 
while his ſcheme runs croſs to the cardinal doctrines of the 
goſpel, and tends to overturn the fundamentals of Chriſtia- 
nity : and yet this ſcheme he bravado-like propagates, and 
to the utmoſt of his power ſupports, and that with ſo 
much andacityeand obſtinacy againſt ſcripture and reaſon, 
as inſtructs his commiſhon to take weapons from the armo- 
ry of, and to be a champion for the father of lies. 
XXXVI. Our author ſummons up Mr James Hervey as 
his rereward witneſs ; but yet he is not at all favourable 
to his languiſhing plea, now lying ſick unto death ; though 
boaſted of as * a ſufficient barrier againſt the incroach- 
ments“ of Mr Brown's doctrine. Hervey, as quoted by 
our author, acknowledges the diſtinction (but denies a ſepa- 
ration) of the active and paſſive righteouſneſs ; ſo does Mr 


Brown. Hervey alſo teaches, that every true believer is, 


« intereſted in all Chriſt's righteouſneſs, in the whole me- 
* rit of his ſpotleſs nature, of his perfe& obedience, and 
* expiatory death ;” ſo likewiſe does Mr Brown. Hervey 
likewiſe aſſerts, that“ leſs than the whole would be un- 
„available; whereas the whole renders us completely ju- 
“ ſtified :”* neither does Mr Brown divide, but maintains 
that Chriſt's active and paſſive obedience are both imputed 
together as one ſimple juſtifying righteouſneſs. See his 
Cat. pag. 169. Here Hervey uſes not one word or notion 
of an infinite, but only perfect obedience in implement of 


the precept, and an expiatory death in implement of the 
penalty; 


Ute ) 


cc » 
8 151 juftify us in the ſight of God.” Theſe are the ve- 


China, after it had been a- fortnight buried, and ſet it an 


* Our author having, pag. 18. Babel-like, uſed infinity, 
and an infinite value, promiſcuouſly, and mixtly ſubſumed 
their ſimplicity and uncompoundedneſs ; it may not be impro- 
per to offer a remark with reſpect to the ſenſe in which infinite 
is to be underſtood in this controverſy, viz. that it is in a moral 
ſenſe with reſpect to right and avrong; and not in a phyfical 
ſenſe, as it relpecs natural ſubſtance, and ſo is applicable to 
the being of God only ; concerning whom, that illuſtrious phi- 
loſopher, and king of mathematicians, Sir Igaac NEWTON, in 
bis Phil. nat. prin. math. edit. 3. pag. 528. fays, /Eternu: 
oft et infinitus,----durat ab æterno in æternum, et adeſt ab inf- 
wito in infinitum. Non eft aternitas et infinitas, fed æternus et 
infinitus non eft duratis et ſpatium, ſed durat et adeſt. Du: 
rat ſemper, et adeſt ubique, et exiſtendo ſemper et ubique, 
durationem et ſpatium conſtituit. He diſtinguiſhes ixfinite 


and infinity. a 
. | his 
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his ſhoulders again; he that cured Shirley i in the grand So- 
phi's court, when he had been twice ſhot through with 
ordnance, and had two cannon bullets in each thigh ; he 
that gathered up the vomited fragments of his friend, eat- 
en by the Canibals, placed them together, and reſtored him 
to a perfect man again. But to the pleaſing enthuſiaſtic . 
dream of heroic victory I ſhall leave him, until I find 
time for what I further intend, viz. to ſelect the purpoſes 
in the foregoing animadverſions, and append them hereun- 
to in the form of ſyllogiſms; to the intent, that if Mr Dal- 
ziel, or any of his partiſans, ſhall offer a reply, they may, 
to concinnate the diſpute, addrefs themſelves to theſe ar- 


r n Ss 


1* will perhaps be a proper expedient, for abridging 
the preſent controverſy, to ſepone and forbear any 
further ſearch after human authorities, in ſupport of the 
points under debate, and to collect a few of the moſt ob- 


vious purpoſes of theſe foregoing animadverſions, in the 


form of ſyllogiſms, that their argumentative force, being 
thus elucidated, may be, the more readily and directly, 
either ſupported or repelled. Accordingly the arguments 
follow. | 


Ang. 1. That law which is a complete rule of all moral 
'111ternal and ſpiritual, as well as external and ritual) o- 
h-7:;:ace, comprehends and requires all the duty exigi- 
rom man, either as a ſingle perſon, or as a public 

repreſentative. | 

But the law given to man, in his antelapſed eſtate, 
is a complete rule of all moral obedience. 

Ergo, The law given to man, in his antelapſed e- 
ſtate, comprehends and requires all the duty exigtble 
from man, either as a ſingle perſon, or as a public repre- 
ſentative. | : 

The reaſon of the major. Fear God, and keep his com- 
mandments ; for this is the whole duty of man, Eccl. xii. 
13. The minor is not denied by any, but Anti-marrow- 
its, Neonomians, Oc. 


ARG. 2. All the duty (call it obedience or righteouſneſs) 
exigible from man, either as a ſingle perſon, or as a 
public repreſentative, was, and behoved to be, compre- 
hended and required by the moral law, given to man 
in his antelapſed eſtate. Vid. Arg. 1, 

But all the duty (obedience or righteouſneſs) which 


Chriſt, as man's ſurety, undertook, and conſequently 
be ex- 
igible 


Ty) 


"igible from man. Reafon ; For a ſurety, as ſuch, can- 


not be bound further than the principal obligees. 
Ergo, All the duty (obedience or righteouſneſs) which 
Chriſt, as man's ſurety, undertook, and conſequently 
rformed, in man's ſtead, was, and behoved to be com- 
prehended and required by the moral law, given to man 
in his antelapſed eſtattee. "VE x... 
And this is no other than the law-precept, given to the 


firſt Adam, as a ſtanding law. Let any reaſonable man then 


judge, how irreconcileable this ſyllogiſtical concluſion is 
to Mr Dalziel's doctrine, pag. 32. viz. © That even the 
« very law-precept, as broken, required an obedience of 
« the ſecond Adam, the Lord from heaven, which it did 
© not, nor could require of the firſt Adam, as a ſtanding 
„% law.” Is not this a woful confounding of the law-pre- 
cept with its penal ſanction ? | 

Remember to diſtinguiſh the precept of the law as invio- 
lated, from the penalty incurred by tranſgreſſian; and to 
diſtinguiſh the obedience the Jaw required of Chriſt as our 
undertaking ſurety, from the obedience of infinite value, 
ariſing, accidenrally and adventitiouſly to his ſuretyſhip, 
from the excellency and dignity of his perſon, above all 
law- demands. i 5 

From theſe two preceding arguments, it follows, that 
unleſs the duty comprehended in the moral law, and exi- 
gible from man, be of infinite value, the duty and obe- 
dience which Chriſt, as man's ſurety, undertook, and, in 
conſequence of his undertaking, did actually perform, in 
man's ſtead, can only be of finite value : for Chriſt's ſurety- 
obedience is proved to be commenſurate to the duty exigi- 
ble from the principal obligees, and this is commenſu- 
rate to the moral law : and therefore there can be no im- 
N to believers of Chriſt's active obedience in its infinite 
Valle, | ; 


ARG. 3. Adam was endowed with abilities ſufficient (not 
— for performing all the duty (obedience or righ- 
teouſneſs) required by the law, given to him in his ante- 
lapſed eſtate. Neaſen; Otherwiſe he had not ſinned in 
falling to perform. 

L 2 „ But 
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But theſe - abilities, though perfect in their kind, 


were only finite, For he was a mere creature, 

Ergo, Finite abilities are ſufficient for performing all 
the duty required by the law, given to Adam in hi: 
antelapſed eſtate, | 


ARG. 4. The = (obedience or righteouſneſs) which 
might be performed by finite abilities, the ſame mult be 
finite. Reaſon, Finite cannot produce infinite. 
But the duty required of antelapſed Adam might be 
performed by finite abilities. For he had no other. 
Ergo, The duty (obedience or righteouſneſs) required 
of antelapſed nn, the ſame muſt be finite. Ergo, The 
duty (obedience or righteouſneſs) comprehended and 
required by the moral law, the duty exigible from man, 
and conſequently the duty (obedience. or righteouſneſs) 
incumbent on Chriſt, as man's ſurety, is no more than 
finite, 
Since therefore Chriſt's righteouſneſs, preciſely as man's 
ſurety, is only finite, there can be no imputation of Chrilt's 
active obedience i in its infinite value. N 


ARG. 5. There can be no legal imputation of any other 
righteouſneſs to man than of that which Chriſt, : as man's 
ſurety, performed, in man's ſtead. 

But Chriſt, as man's ſurety, performed, in man's ſtead, 
no other righteouſueſs than that comprehended and re- 
quired by the moral law, given to antelapſed Adam, 
(vid. Arg. 2.), which is only finite, (vid. Arg. 4. J. 

Ergo, There can be no legal imputation of any other 
righteouſneſs, to man, than of that righteouſneſs which 
is only finite. 


Or, Arc. 6. No other righteouſneſs than that which 
Chriſt, as man's ſurety, performed, in man's ſtead, can 
be imputed to man. 

But this righteouſneſs can be none other than a righ- 
teouſneſs of finite value. 
Ergo, No other than a righteouſneſs of finite value 
can be imputed to man, 
| ARG. 7; 


635) 
a Ak G. 7. The fulfilment of a law or covenant which only 
requires a righteouſneſs meritorious, ex pacto, by agree- 


I! ment, and not meritorious, ex condigno, by real worth, 
ft can only conſtitute the righteous perſon meritorious, 
ex patto, by agreement. 
But ſuch is the law or covenant given to man. 
h Ergo, The fulfilment of the law or covenant given 
e to man, can only conſtitute the righteous perſon me- 


ritorious, ex pacto, by agreement. 


ARG. 8. The righteouſneſs which is only meritorious ex 
patio, and not ex condigno, is not of infinite value. 
For that of infinite value is and muft be meritorious ex 

- condigno. 

But the righteouſneſs required by the law or cove- 
nant of works is only meritorious ex pas. 

Ergo, The righteouſneſs required by the law or co- 
venant of works is not of infinite value; that is, it is 
of finite value. 

The righteouſneſs which Chriſt, as man's ſurety, per- 
formed, in man's ſtead, is that required by the law or 
covenant of works, ( vid. Arg. 2. ), therefore this righ- 
teouſneſs is not of infinite value, i. e. it is only of finite 
yalue, and conſequently muſt be impyted as a righteouſ- 
neſs of finite value, 
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ARG. 9. That righteouſneſs which enters the conſtitution 
and eſſence of the believer's juſtification, and is the 
matter thereof, is properly a material cauſe, even an 
internal cauſe or ingredient thereof. 

But Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſneſs enters the. conſti- 
tution and eſſence of every believer's juſtification. : 
Ergo, Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſneſs is properly a ma- 


ch terial cauſe, even an internal cauſe or ingredient of the 

0 believer's juſtification. 

h- ARG. 10, That righteouſneſs, whereof the imputation does 
not conſtitute the imputees infinitely righteous, cannot 

ue be of infinite value, 


But 
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But the righteouſneſs imputed to believers does not 


conſtitute the imputees infinitely righteous. 
Ergo, The righteouſneſs imputed to believers i is not 


of infinite value. 


ARG. 11, If the righteouſneſs of Chriſt be . in 
its infinite value, then the imputees muſt thereby be 
conſtituted infinitely righteous. For as a thing is, / 
does it operate; a righteouſneſs makes righteous ; ſuch a 
righteouſneſs makes ſo righteous ; a righteouſneſs of infinite 
value makes inſinitely righteous. 

But believers are not by imputation conſtituted in- 
finitely righteous. 

Ergo, The righteouſneſs of Chriſt is not imputed to 
believers in its infinite value. 


ARG. 12. That righteouſneſs which is imputed to belie- 
vers couſiſts in a perfect conformity to the law enjoin- 
ing obedience upon believers. For Chriſt is the end of 
the law, for righteouſneſs, to every one that believeth, 
Rom. x. 4. And conformity to law is the preciſe for- 
mal nature and notion of righteouſneſs. 19> 

But that righteouſneſs which magnifies the law, and 
is of infinite value, is greater than (the law requires, 
and more than) a perfect conformity to the law en- 
joining obedience upon believers. For to magnify the 
law is more than ts fulfil it, 
| Ergo, That righteouſneſs which magnifies the law, 
and is of infinite value, is greater than that righteouſ- 
neſs which is imputed to believers. 

But that righteouſneſs, than which another is . 
is not of infinite value. 

Ergo, The righteouſneſs imputed to believers i is not 
of infinite value, 


ARG. 13. The law from which a righteouſneſs, or the 
rule from which obedience is ſtated, the ſame law or 
rule is the ſtandard and criterion of that righteouſneſs 
or obedience, 


But 


6-30-73 
But the righteouſneſs or obedience Chriſt performed 
for ſinners is ſtated from the moral law, © the holy 
law of the moſt high God.“ Matth. iii. 15. & v. 17. 
Ergo, The moral law, „the holy law of the moſt 
high God,” is the ſtandard and criterion of the righ- 
teouſneſs and obedience Chriſt performed for ſinners. 


ARG. 14. He that for ever fails in the condition of a co- 
venant is never entitled to the reward. 
But Adam for ever failed in the condition of the co- 
venant of works. 
Ergo, Adam was never entitled to the reward of life 


promiſed in the covenant of works. 

This concluſion is quite inconſiſtent with Mr Dalziel's 
doctrine, pag. 60. where he ſays, While man was in 
« honour, he had a good title unto the privileges of the 
* covenant, to all that protection, friendſhip, and . 
„ which God had engaged to beſtow.” 


An. 15. What Adam never had, he never could forfeit 


or loſe. 
But Adam never had a title to the life promiſed in 


the covenant of works. 
Ergo, Adam never forfeited a title to the life pro- 


miſed in the covenant of works. 


Adam did indeed loſe or forfeit his expectancy of that 


life : but it is improper to ſay, that he loſt or forfeited 
the life itſelf, or the title to it; for theſe he never 
had conſequently never could loſe or forfeit them ; 
though indeed he loſt that life of which he was in poſ- 
ſeſſion. But this life he loſt, was not the life promiſed in 


the covenant ; neither was it held by the ſame tenure. 


Vid. No 27. of the foregoing animadverſions. 


ARG. 16. The life Chriſt purchaſes for - uclievers is juſt 
a life of perfect felicity and bliſs, in the full enjoyment 
of God, to all eternity. 

But the life promiſed to Adam, in the covenant of 
works, is juſt a life of perfect felicity and .bliſs, in the 


full enjoyment of God, to all eternity. 


Ergo, 


—— — 
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Ergo, The life Chriſt purchaſes for believers is juſt 
the life promiſed to Adam, in the covenant of works, 
This life and that life are the ſame ir! their eſſentials, 
being both a life of friendſhip and favour with God ; 
was. Fo they differ in circumſtantials, viz, as to the tne- 
thod of procurement and OoaveFance. 


ARG. 17. The perſon who is fit to mediate between 
God and ſinners, muſt be able to yield not only a 
finite active obedience, commenſurate to the precept 
of the moral law, but alſo an infinite paſſive obedience, 
commenſurate to the infinite ' demerit 'of ſin, and to 


the infinite penal demands. vl 
But the perſon Chriſt, God-man, alone, and none WV 
ether, is able to yield ſuch obedience. m 


Ergo, The perſon Chriſt, God-man, alone, and none 
. other, is fit or able to mediate between God and ſin- A1 
ners. 
Hence it is evident, that no finite perſon could have been 
our ſurety. Nay, nor could any other than he who has 
been pitched upon, and elected to that office, in the os 
of divine wiſdom, 


ARG, 18. The ſtate and condition in which the elect were | 
left by the firſt Adam, and taken up by the ſecond, is 
no other than a ſtate of condemnation, by the covenant 
of works. 
But a ſtate of condemnation, by the covenant of works, 
is no other than that of ſubjection to the precept and | 
penalty of that covenant. eon 
Ergo, That ſtate in which the elect were left, &c. is Wan 
no other than that of ſubjection to the precept and pe- ſha 
nalty of the covenant of works. and 
The covenant of works only conſiſted of three parts, he 
viz. (1.) The precept. (2.) The promiſe of life, in caſe hz, 
of performance of the precept. (3.) The penalty of death, 
in caſe of tranſgreſſion of the precept. The promiſe, Adam 
never attained a title to; ſo that he, and, in him, all his 
poſterity, became, and remained ſubject to the other two 
parts only, that is, to the precept and penalty. 


ARG. 19. 


689) . 
ARG. 19. If the righteouſneſs of Chriſt be imputed to be- 
lievers in its infinite value, then believers are equal 
with Chriſt in reſpe& of law-righteouſneſs. Reaſon; 
Righteouſneſs imputed, and perſonally inherent, are equal 
in law-reckoning. 
But believers are not equal with Chriſt in any re- 
ſpect, vid. Confeſſ. chap. 26. art. 3. conſequently, not 
in reſpect of law- righteouſneſs. | | 
Ergo, The righteouſneſs of Chriſt is not imputed to 
believers in its infinite value. | 
It is impoſſible that believers can be veſted with an infi- 
nite righteouſneſs, and yet not be infinitely righteous; for 
„whatever righteouſneſs they be clothed with, ſo righteous 
muſt they be, at leaſt, in law- eſtimation. 


Ang. 20. A righteouſneſs of infinite value, and of the ſame 
Kind with that finite righteouſneſs which conſiſts in a 


perfect conformity to God's law, is comprehenſive of 
that finite righteouſneſs. Reaſon; The idea we can 
have of infinite is nothing elſe than exceeding great: 


and a greater always comprehends a leſſer. 
But the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, God-man, in its full 


latitude, is of infinite value. | 
Ergo, The righteouſneſs of Chriſt, God-man, in its | 
t full latitude, is comprehenſive of that finite righteouſneſs 
which conſiſts in a perfect conformity to God's law. 
| There are many more topics of argument, whence to 


onclude the validity of the doctrine contained in theſe 
s Faimadverſions; but theſe may ſuffice to convince any, 
hat are not purpoſely ſet to counteract the force of plain 
and genuine arguing, or that have not received the love of 
the truth, and are therefore given up to ftrong deluſion, 
that they ſbould believe a lie; that they all might be damned. 


WW UB ww uw 5 wo 


F INTISs. 


A 


_ 7, have in theſe animadverſions followed Mr Dalzie! 
almoſt ſtep by ſtep, through his whole pamphlet, which. 
far from 06d methodical ; ſo no regular ſynopſis ot the! 
animadverſions is to be expected: however, what follows 
may ſerve, in ſome meaſure, as an imperfect index of the 
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Pag. 11, lin. 7. for jeft, r. geſt. p. 14. I. 28. and 29. or tus 
finities, t. infinites. p. 23.1. 36. for alteration, r. altercation, 
p. 25. I. 3. for why but, r. why, But. . 32. I. 22. for lameneſi, 
r. ſameneſs. p. 33. I. ult, place a mark of quotation [] aſter 
the word egregious, and blot out theſe marks till you come to 
the word intereſt in p. 34. | 8. and in 1. 16. with ſuch black- 
mouthed revilings is no quotation. p. 41. 1, 9. 10. II. ao quo- 
tation, p. 53. I. 39. for was, r. were. 


